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This study will investigate the determinants of rural-urban migra-
tion in Kenya. 
Nature of the Problem 
Rapid Urbanization 
The population of Kenya in August 1979 (CBS, 1979) was about 
15,322,000. This makes Kenya the sixth most populous country in sub-
Saharan Afrida, tenth in the African continent, and forty-seventh in 
the world. The annual growth rate of Kenya between 1975 and 1980 was 
3.8 percent (World Bank, 1980). The current estimate of Kenyan popula-
tion are around 4 percent (Mott and Mott, 1980). The growth rate of 
population is mainly attributed to an exceptionally high birth rate, 
estimated at 50 per 1,000, and a low mortality rate. Total fertility 
rate of Kenya is around 8.1, meaning on the average every mother in 
Kenya produces eight children in her life span. At this rate Kenya 
has the highest fertility rate in the world. If the 4 percent growth 
rate continued, Kenya's population will double to over 30 million in 
just over 17 years (Mott and Mott, 1980). This prospect presents a 
grim reality to policy makers. 
In addition to the rapid population growth of Kenya in general. 
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urban areas (particularly Nairobi and Mombasa) are growing at a faster 
rate than the national average. The capital city of Nairobi is growing 
at 6.3 percent compared to the national rate of 3.8 percent (CBS, 1980). 
According to the latest census on 1979, the population of the two major 
towns, Nairobi and Mombasa were 327,775 and 341,148 respectively. Their 
populations were 509,286 and 247,073 in 1969. Although the population 
of Nairobi is more than double that of Mombasa, Mombasa is the second 
largest city in Kenya. The third and fourth largest towns are Nakuru 
and Kisumu and their populations were 47,151 and 32,431 respectively in 
1969. The population of Mombasa is more than three times that of the 
combined populations of the third and the fourth largest towns in Kenya. 
The capital city of Nairobi which is a province by itself is larger than 
the next 20 towns combined. At the same time Nairobi and Mombasa account 
for more than 60 percent of the urban population with no signs of any 
other towns joining the league by the end of the century (Richardson, 
1980). The urban population of Kenya was 1,080,000 in 1969 and half 
lived in Nairobi (World Bank, 1980). 
The rapid growth of Nairobi and Mombasa is partly attributed to 
colonial legacy. Nairobi and Mombasa, according to Richardson (1980), 
emerged as the sole major urban centers because of their strategic loca-
tion as trading and transportation nodes. Nairobi was borh the com-
mercial center as well as the administrative center for the British. 
Mombasa was the main seaport and the principal route to the outside 
world. It serviced Nairobi and the whole country. Nairobi stands as 
the primate city, the leading industrial sector and the seat of govern-
ment. About 27 percent of the wage employment in Kenya is in Nairobi. 
Another 10 percent is in Mombasa, giving the two towns 37 percent of 
3 
the wage employment in Kenya (CBS, 1980). The role of other towns was 
reduced to form a network of administrative centers. Their location was 
to be explained by the railway access to the cash-crop producing areas, 
climate, etc. The medium sized towns were invariably ~ervice centers 
for the white highlands, rather than the central places of the densely 
populated African areas. The colonial urbanization system did not cease 
as Kenya gained independence, but persisted and indeed increased. In 
addition to the retention of the colonial pattern of urbanization, the 
legal and institutional constraints of African mobility have been removed, 
inducing landless laborers to migrate in large numbers to seek modern 
sector employment in Nairobi. 
Relationship Between Rural-Urban 
Migration and Urbanization 
The rate of growth of the two major towns, particularly Nairobi, 
stems from two factors. The first is a high natural growth rate of popu-
lation, considered to be the highest in the world. The second factor is 
a relatively high rural-urban migration, which is not showing any signs 
of slowing down. The city of Nairobi is growing at an average annual 
growth rate between 6 and 7 percent. Out of that rate, 3 and 4 percent 
is the natural population growth and 2 to 3 percent is due to rural-urban 
migration. 
The populatior census of 1969 showed that 65 percent of Nairobi's 
population were born outside Nairobi and another 10 percent outside 
Kenya, meaning 75 percent of Nairobi residents were born outside Nairobi. 
According to a World Bank report, 76 percent of Nairobi residents are 
immigrants (Richardson, 1930). 
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Three fifths or 60 percent of all migrants to the urban centers 
between 1962 and 1969 made their way to Nairobi and another 23 percent 
to Mombasa. Nairobi and Mombasa combined absorb 83 percent of all rural-
urban migrants (Richardson, 1980). 
Problems.of Urbanization 
\, Part of the cause of urbanization is due to rural-urban migration. 
,J" 
)},'..,, The causes of rural migration to urban centers are mainly two, economic 
\1k 
\J. ~nd noneconomic. Individuals move from low-paying areas to high-paying 
areas. A typical low-paying area is the rural areas or traditional 
sector of Kenya. The urban sector or the modern sector is a high-paying 
area. So economic theory tells us that people will move from rural areas 
to urban areas in search of high-paying jobs. Individuals are concerned 
about the private returns to their investments whether the investment is 
in migration or other activities. However, private and social costs 
may diverge. Migration which could be justified at the individual level 
may be unjustified at the national level. What is good for the individ-
ual may not necessarily be good for society. Moves that add more to 
social costs than to private costs are an overinvestment from the 
society's standpoint (Collier and Rempel, 1977). 
According to Collier and Rempel (1977) the social and private costs 
of migration to Nairobi diverge greatly. As a result, any policy that 
restricts rural-urban migrants reduced the social costs of urbanization. 
Reduction of rural-urban migration reduced the number of people 
unemployed. The reduction of one unemployed person from the pool of 
unemployment in Nairobi, according to Collier and Rempel (1977), is 
the opportunity cost of creating a rural job which induces 
one unemployed migrant in Nairobi to return to his home area 
is the value of the new output of that migrant since his out-
put forgone in Nairobi is zero. 
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If migration to Nairobi is reduced, not only unemployment will be reduced 
but a large amount of government expenditure on social services will be 
freed for alternative uses. 
The social costs of rapid urbanization include tangible costs such 
as increased public services (roads, sanitation, etc.) in urban areas; 
and intangible costs such as pollution, crime and decline in the quality 
of life. The reduction of rural-urban migration could also increase 
agricultural production (Byerlee, 1973). 
Rapid urbanization in Kenya is also questioned on equity grounds as 
the rural households are forced to subsidize high urbanization costs 
(Linn, 1980). The evidence could be seen from Tables V and VI, where 
Nairobi gets almost twice the per capita central government expenditure. 
The Objectives of the Study 
This study will investigate the causes of rural-urban migration in 
Kenya. 
I hypothesize that rural-urban migration is basically an economic -·-------,.._.,-,-.,._._.. ... ,..--~ .... .-.'".-~·----.. --·-
phenomenon. Income differential between the rural and the urban areas 
~ .. ,. ,-~ ,.,-,- ~- ~ ·~ ·~ '" e. ,_ - -· '"'""'"'·- ~-,.- ,,,. • >•· ........... ·~ .• .,,, •. _ • •• >S' ~·~,., • .,_ •• _..,,. •• ~ -- _.,,_, • ,~,-... ...-~~-- ·-"''' 0 C ~ ~ -, ~- • - • ~-··~-·-----
is the primary cause,, o;L.the_ m.i.g~aU.on-PrOc.@.ss. ----~= .... -----·-- .... ~-,,.,~ 
The Significance of the Study 
The major thrust of this study is the determinants of gross rural-
urban migration and the importance of the study stems from the following 
points: 
1. This is the first study of its kind to attempt to determine what 
causes rural-urban migration in relation to Nairobi and the rest of the 
country. Other studies using Kenyan data either studied miqration of 
rural people to urban centers or interprovincial or interdistrict 
migration. 
2. This study uses a one-year census data which is an improvement 
over the life-time migration data or survey data used by previous 
studies on Kenya. 
3. Most of the studies done on Kenya were urban specific, i.e., 
pull urban variables were frequently used, where this study will try to 
use rural variables as far as possible. Only if the determinants of 
migration to Nairobi are known, the government will adapt appropriate 
policies to deter people from migrating to Nairobi. 
Organization of the Study 
This study contains seven chapters in the following order: 
l. Introduction and statement of problem 
2. The economic background 
3. Literature review 




Data sources and regression results 
Interpretation of the results 
Conclusions and policy implications 
Limitations of the Study 
The alternative net present value of the future income streams 
was postulated as the relevant variable in measuring per capita income 
differential in the migration model, however in this study the annual 
6 
alternative income will be used to test the hypothesis of the study. 
The annual alternative income as the income variable is thought to be 
more appropriate than the net present value for two main reasons: 
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first, people do not actually calculate the net present values of 
future income in order to decide whether to migrate or stay. Secondly, 
the discount is either unknown or does not change from year to year due 
to imperfections in the market. Thus the per capita income differential 
in the year 1979 has been used to test the hypothesis of the study. 
The age distribution of the migrant population could not be calculated 
from available data. This variable would have explained what age group 
is more prone to migrate. What level of education is most affected or 
more likely to migrate. For policy effectiveness, such information may 
be crucial. 
The Todaro adjustment factor which has been discussed in the model 
could not be made as unemployment rates could not be calculated. 
CHAPTER II 
ECONOMIC BACKGROUND 
This chapter will look at the structure of the Kenyan economy and 
the factors that lead to the urbanization problems. 
Kenya gained its independence from the British in 1963. Years of 
colonization and economic exploitation left Kenya very weak, inheriting 
many overwhelming challenges, such as pervasive poverty. On independence 
the government took on the task of organizing the economy and promised 
to put major emphasis on three overriding principles: (1) economic 
growth, (2) equitable distribution of income, and (3) Kenyanization of 
the business community. A look at the structure of the Kenyan economy 
after 20 years of independence may be a clue to the successes and failures 
of the Kenyan policy makers. 
The population of Kenya according to the last census in 1979 was 
around 15,326,061, spread over a land mass of 564,162 square kilometers, 
giving an average density of 27 persons per square kilometer (CBS, 
1979). Most of the population was concentrated in the southwestern 
highlands, the coastal strip and the lake area (see Figure 1). 
Kenya is divided into seven provinces and the unitary territory of 
Nairobi. The seven provinces are Central, Coastal, Eastern, North-
Eastern, Nyanza, the Rift Valley and Western.· The population and den-
sity of each province according to the last census of 1979 are presented 
in Table I. 
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Figure 1. 
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POPULATION AND DENSITY OF KENYA PROVINCE 
Province Population 1979 Density per km2 
1. Central 2,345,833 178 
2. Coastal 1,342,794 16 
3. Eastern 1,719,851 17 
4. North-Eastern 373,787 2 
5. Nyanza 2,643,956 211 
6. Rift Valley 3,240,402 19 
7 Western 1,832,663 223 I ' 
14,499,286 27.16 
Source: Centra 1 Bureau of Statistics: Census 1979. 
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The rate of population growth was 3.9 percent per year in 1980, and 
population growth in 1983 was estimated at 4 percent per year, making 
Kenya the fastest growing country in the world. The growth of the popu-
lation is mainly attributed to an exceptionally high birth rate, 
estimated at 50 per 1,000, making Kenya one of the most fertile 
countries in the world. The total fertility rate in Kenya was estimated 
at around 8.1 in 1977-1978 (Mott and Mott, 1980). On the average every 
mother in Kenya produces eight children in her life time. If the popula-
tion growth continues at the projected rate of 4 percent per year, 
Kenya's population will double to over 30 million in 17 years. There 
are only three countries in the world with growth rates comparable to 
Kenya: Kuwait, Libya and the Ivory Coast. And unlike Kenya, all of 
these countries have a significant population growth from immigration 
(World Bank, 1980). 
Rural-Urban Migration 
The population growth of Kenya is mainly due to the high birth rate 
based on the desire for a large family. The high rate of population 
growth is also due to a lower infant mortality rate which results from 
major successes in combating diseases and improving nutritional and 
economic conditions. 
The other aspect of urbanization is the rural-urban migration. 
Provincial migration in Kenya is substantial. In 1969, there were 1 .4 
million people living in a province, other than their province of 
birth, and 1.8 million born in districts other than the district of 
enumeration. Therefore one of every eight persons living in Kenya in 
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One in every six moved from one district to another (l·lorld Bank, 1980). 
It could be seen from Table III, that Nairobi, Coast~l and the 
Rift Va11ey province are net receivers of migration while Central 
Eastern and Western provinces are net losers. 
At the district level, life time migration within provinces was 
also substantial. In 1969 alone, over half a million persons had moved 
from one district to another at least once a year, amounting to 40 
percent of the volume of migration between provinces. Provinces with 
high inter-district movements of people were Central, Coastal, and Rift 
. . I 
Valley, while the low inter-district migration provinces were Eastern, 
North-Eastern and Western (lforl d Bank, 1980). 
According to a study of the World Bank of rural-urban migration in 
Kenya, they found out that in 1969 about one-third of all lifetime 
migrants were classified as rural to urban, and about one quarter as 
urban to rural. The highest proportion of the migrants according to 
the report were rural to rural migrants which formed about 40 percent 
of all lifetime migrants, while only about 4 percent were classified as 
urban to urban migrants (World Bank, 1980). Table IV shows the direc-
tion of provincial migration from 1962 to 1969. 
The two provinces which got the highest net-in-migration as shewn 
by Table IV were Nairobi which gained 63,000 persons, or 62 percent of 
the natural population increase. Coastal province, including the prin-
cipal seaport of Mombasa, gained 35,000 migrants, 21 percent of the 
natural population growth. Net rural-urban migration in Kenya during 
1962-1969 was 111,000. Much of the rural-urban migration was directed 
toward Nairobi and Mombasa, the two pri nci pa, to1tms in Kenya. Net 
migration to these two towns may be very close to the total rural-urban 
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TABLE II I 
LIFETIME MIGRANTS BY PROVINCES, 1969 
In-Migration Out-Migration Net Migration 
Province Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 
Nairobi 386,273 75.0 303,580 59.6 + 82,693 +16.2 
Central 168,281 10.0 332,554 19.8 -164,273 - 9.8 
Coasta 1 212,652 58.9 27,666 7.7 + 184 ,986 +51.2 
Eastern 45,085 2.4 262,871 13.8 -217,786 -11.4 
N. Eastern 10,962 1.8 10 ,380 1. 7 + 583 + 0.4 
Nyanza 193,986 9.1 186,068 8.8 + 7,899 + 0.4 
Rift Valley 460 ,672 20.8 88,823 4.0 +371,849 +16.8 
Western 72,210 5.4 200,946 15.2 -128,736 - 9.7 
Kenya 1,550,122 14.2 1,412,889 12.9 + 137 ,233 + 1.3 
Source: Population and Development, Kenya. World Bank Country Report, 
( 1980) , p. 29. 
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TABLE IV 
PROVINCIAL MIGRATION 1962-1969 
Population Natural Net Net Migration as 
Growth Increase Migration a percent of 
1962-1969 1962-1969 1962-1969 Natural Net 
Province (OOO's) (OOO's) (OOO's) Increase Growth 
Nairobi 164 101 + 63 +62 +38 
Central 335 439 -104 -24 -31 
Coastal 200 164 + 35 +21 +17 
Eastern 361 447 - 86 -19 -24 
N. Eastern 24 24 
Nyanza 480 458 + 22 + 5 + 5 
Rift Valley 433 370 + 64 +17 +15 
Western 309 303 + 6 + 2 + 2 
Kenya 2,306 2,306 
Source: Population and Development, Kenya. World Bank Country 
Study, ( 1980) , p. 32. 
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migration (World Bank, 1980). Central and Eastern provinces suffered a 
net loss to the magnitude of 24 percent and 19 percent of the.natural 
populat1on growth respectively. 
Urbanization Problems 
Several social and economic problems result from the rates of 
urbanization population growth in Kenya. The prospect of the popula-
tion of Kenya doubling in 17 years presents a formidable challenge to 
a government committed to rapid economic growth and the provision of 
basic education, proper nutrition, health care, water supply and an 
adequate housing for all. The government's commitment, for example, to 
education may falter if the population of the primary school age soars 
from 2.6 million in 1975 to nearly 8.5 million by the year 2000 (Mott 
and Mott, 1980) . 
As the school enrollment in past years increased tremendously in 
Kenya, the government expenditures on education rose from 8 to 28 
percent of total government expenditures (Mott and Mott, 1980). Expendi-
tures on health, housing, water supply and other social services are 
also likely to increase as the population increases. 
Rapid population growth is bound to affect the agricultural com-
munity. Kenya is a large country and the density of its population is 
relatively low. More than 80 percent of cultivable land has very 
1 imited po ten ti a 1 on the basis of the present tech no 1 ogy. If the popu-
1 ati on continues to grow, it is imperative that the present technology 
be improved. OtherwisE, as population in~reases additional pressure 
will be placed on the productive capacity of the land. In some places, 
the excessive population growth has already been felt in the form of 
subdividing the land into smaller plots. Excessive fragmentation of 
the high potential land has led to loss of agricultural output (World 
Bank, 1980). 
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Efforts made to cultivate the margir.al land without proper plan-
ning and adequate safeguards has resulted in degradation of soil and 
deforestation. To redress that the government is waging a consorted 
effort with proper safeguards to exploit marginal land. This endeavour 
includes irrigation identification of cropping patterns suitable for 
semi-arid conditions as well as research in allied topics. 
Agriculture continues to dominate Kenya's economy, although its 
share of GNP recently declined slightly. Non-subsistence agriculture 
accounts for 34.6 percent of the GNP in 1979 and over 80 percent of 
the population still make their living on the land and 20 percent of the 
people in paid employment are in agricultural sector (World Bank, 1980). 
Agriculture is crucial to the economic development of Kenya. Excessive 
rural-urban migration, high population growth, and urban bias in the 
economic planning of Kenya is affecting the agricultural sector. 
The social cost of urbanization is also too high. Rapid urbani-
zation has created a lot of unemployment particularly in Nairobi and 
Mombasa. The amount of social services needed to offset the negative 
consequences of rapid urbanization is tremendous. The consequences of 
ever increasing social services in Nairobi and Mombasa have caused an 
~rban bias in the central government's allocation of both developmental 
and recurrent expenditures as indicated in Table V. 
The total ·recurrent and development expenditure allocation in Kenya 
is unequally distributed. Nairobi gets almost twice that of all other 
regions put together. Its share of the recurrent expenditure is about 
TABLE V 
REGIONAL DISTRIBUTION OF CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
EXPENDITURE PER PERSON 
Expenditure Per Capita KS* Total Recurrent 
Road Development Expenditure Per Person 
Province 1974-1978 1973-1974 
Nairobi 4.42 70.76 
Central 9.67 9.69 
Coastal 6.25 13.07 
Eastern 4.85 6.42 
N. Eastern 3.84 3.54 
Nyanza ·1.90 3.28 
Rift Valley 5.50 8.84 
Western 4.47 4.09 
Kenya 5.17 119. 69 
Source: Poverty and Growth in Kenya. World Bank Staff Working 
Paper (1980), p. 64. 
*KS= Kenyan shillings. 
U.S. $1 = 13.03 KS 
59 percent. Mombasa, in the Coastal province, the next leading town 
gets around 11 percent of the recurrent expenditure. 
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If the present trend of urbanization of Nairobi and Mombasa con-
tinues unabated, they will absorb more than their proportionate share 
of the countries' resources and this is bound to have an adverse effect 
on the rest of the country. The social costs are substantial, partly 
because of rising costs for the provision of urban services and partly 
because of the social costs of unemployment since each job created in 
Nairobi attracts more than one in-migrant (Richardson, 1979). 
Rural-urban migration is due to the distinct income difference 
between the rural and the urban centers and may be in the best interest 
of the individual making the decision, but to the society as a whole 
it may be an over investment. Collier and Rempel looked at the social 
and private costs of an individual migrating to Nairobi. They found out 
that the social costs far exceeded private costs. They estimated 
private costs at around shs 345 while social costs were estimated at 
shs 646 to 1,052 per migrant (Collier and Rempel, 1977). 
Collier and Rempel estimated the inflow of adult migrants into 
Nairobi between 1962 and 1969 as 106,840. If those migrants on the 
average experienced 3.5 months of unemployment, their average social 
cost associated with each migrant per year would be between Kshs 
492,990 and Kshs 802,826. In terms of 1962 values this represents 0.15 
to 0.25 percent of Kenyan GDP. Thus the social cost could be reduced 
by reducing rural-urban migration which would reduce unemployment. 
Reduction of rural urban migration will reduce unemployment as well as 
other social costs. The following table shows the bias in the distribu-
tion of social services to all the provinces. As could be seen from 
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Table VI the social services are unequally distributed. By far Nairobi 
is getting the largest share, followed by Coastal and Central provinces. 
Nairobi and Coastal provinces get more than their share due to high 
urbanization. Central province is the _peripheral surroundings cf the 
unitary territory of Nairobi. Because the Central province is the 
immediate surroundings of Nairobi, it may have got a high share of the 
central government social services. 
When Kenya got its independence, she was to make one of two choices 
in national planning. The two alternative strategies were either to 
emphasize growth or equity. Kenya has chosen the strategy that 
emphasized economic growth as opposed to income distribution. The main 
concern of the government policy makers at the beginning of the planning 
periods was focused on increasing the overall growth rates of the econ-
omy. As a result the economic performance was impressive and Kenya 
maintained an average growth rate of 6.5 between 1960 and 1970 (Farugee, 
1980). The per capita income was estimated to have increased by 3.5 
per annum. However income inequalities continued to increase and the 
economic growth achieved did not benefit all sectors of the economy. 
The government tolerated the deteriorating income inequality according 
to Memon, because 11 countries such as Kenya during the take off stage 
cannot sacrifice increments in the growth rate to satisfy equity con-
sideration11 (1980, p. 18). 
Equity considerations were put aside for later considerations and 
at such a time that the country's pace of economic growth accelerates 
sufficiently. Equity considerations were thought to impede economic 
take off according to Memon. Such economic strategy has contributed to 
increasing disparity between regions and between individuals. People 
TABLE VI 
DISTRIBUTION OF SOCIAL SERVICES BY PROVINCES, 1970 
Percent of Percent of Schoo 1 Percent of Number of Peo~le 
Total Enrollment 1970 NHC Housing Per Per Medical 
Province Population 1970 Primary Secondary Expenditure Hospital Practioner 
Rift Valley 20.4 14.7 12 .1 6.0 820 1,269 
Nyanza 19.4 16.1 13.1 1.2 1,269 2,219 
Eastern 17.4 20.2 13.6 2.4 834 1,734 
Central 15.3 24.9 22.9 15.1 766 1,287 
Western 12.3 13.1 10.1 2.9 1,033 3,569 
Coastal 8.6 6.3 9.3 7.2 511 707 
Nairobi 4.4 4.4 18.7 65.2 152 84 
N. Eastern 2.2 0.3 0.2 0 1,308 1,230 
Kenya · 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 715 871 
Source: African Perspective, Kenya. Memon (1980), p. 80. 
N ...... 
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blame the government policy for increasing income inequality rather than 
reducing it. 
inequality. 
As a result the most pressing problem now is the income 
Tables VII and VIII show the extent of the poverty and how 
it is unequally distributed. According to Table VII, 29.5 percent of 
the population of Kenya were below the poverty line in 1974. The 
situation has actually deteriorated since. Table VIII provides esti-
mates of the national income distribution. 
The number of people below the poverty line was estimated around 
4,210,000 in 1974. If the ratio of people below the poverty line re-
mains the same, the number of people below the poverty line in 1979 
would have been 6,399,048. But there is every indication that the 
poor are getting poorer and therefore the number of people below the 
poverty line is even greater. Table VIII shows that the top 25 percent 
of the people get 67 percent of the national income and the rest only 
33 percent. Such an income distribution has caused a lot of dissent 
and could lead to political violence. What worries people most is the 
increasing trend of the income inequality. 
The World Bank calculations can shed some further light on the 
future trend of the income inequality. Take the income distribution of 
the capital city and one province. Tables IX and X show that both the 
poorest and the middle sector are losing relative to the rich although 
in Nyanza province only the poorest 40 percent sector are losing to 
the rich. 
Summary 
Kenya is the fastest growing country in the world. The current 
population growth is estimated at 4 percent per year. The population 
Number of People 
Below Poverty Line 
4 ,210 ,000 
TABLE VII 
POVERTY IN KENYA, 1974 
Number of People 




Source: Poverty and Growth in Kenya. World Bank Staff 
Working Paper (1980). 
TABLE VIII 
THE DISTRIBUTION OF INCOME IN KENYA, 1974 
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Source: Poverty and Growth in Kenya (1980). 
















THE DISTRIBUTION OF INCOME IN NAIROBI PROVINCE, 
1969, 1974 
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Percent of Percent of Income Percent Change 
Population 1970 1974 in Share 
40 17.2 15.l -12.2 
30 28.8 21.8 -24.3 
30 54.0 63.1 +16.9 
Poverty and Growth in Kenya. World Bank Staff Working 
Paper (1980). 
TABLE X 
THE DISTRIBUTION OF INCOME IN NYANZA PROVINCE, 
1970, 1974 
Percent of Percent of Income Percent Change 
Population 1970 1974 in Share 
40 28.85 18.44 -36.09 
30 25.61 25.47 - 0.55 
30 46.54 56.09 +20.52 
Poverty and Growth in Kenya. World Bank Staff i~orking 
Paper ( 1980) . 
of Kenya was 15,326,061 in the year 1979. The total fertility was 
estimated at 8.1 in 1977-1978. This makes Kenya the most populous 
country in Sub-Saharan Africa. 
The natural growth rate of population is attributed to two main 
factors: (1) unusually high birth rate, and (2) improved medical 
facilities. 
In addition to high natural population growth, there is an influx 
of rural people coming to the urban centers in search of modern sector 
employment. Rural-urban migration is caused by the gap between rural 
and urban wages. Nairobi is the primate city. About 27 percent of 
the wage employment in Kenya is in Nairobi, and about 10 percent is in 
Mombasa. The two towns make up 37 percent of the wage employment in 
Kenya. Nairobi and Mombasa account for more than 60 percent of the 
urban population. Seventy-six percent of the residents in Nairobi are 
migrants. 
Movement of people from the rural areas to the urban centers has 
diverted a lot of developmental and recurrent expenditure on fighting 
unemployment. The urban bias of the country 1 s planning is obvious. 
Migration into urban centers also creates a lot of social costs. 
Collier and Rempel (1977), who calculated the social and the private 
costs of a migrant, came to a firm conclusion that the social costs 
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far outweigh the private costs. As a result any policy that reduces 
rural-urban migrants will reduce social costs. There is a clear and 
unambiguous income inequality in Kenya and the trend seems to be in-
creasing. This could be seen from the fact that the bottom 20 percent 
of the people get only 3.5 percent of the national GNP, while the upper 
20 percent get 60 percent of the GNP, and the situation is getting worse. 
./ 
CHAPTER I I I 
LITERATURE REVIEW 
Introduction 
Many developing countries are concerned about the recent urban 
growth and the concomitant urban poverty. Such an urban growth is 
partly attributed to rural-urban migration. The current world urban 
population is estimated at 1.8 billion people and growing at just under 
3 percent per year. The United Nations estimates that by the year 2000 
the world urban population will be around 3.2 billion people, roughly 
double the size of today 1 s urban population (Williamson, 1982). For 
that reason, people look at the world urban growth as being explosive. 
Rural poverty has undoubtedly contributed to the urban population growth 
and efforts to improve urban conditions for the poor have only increased 
the rural-urban migration. 
Cities in the Less Developed Countries (LDC's) are growing at 
historically unprecedented rates. Since 1975, the majority of the 
global urban population has been located in the LDC 1 s. By the year 
2000 about 264 of the world's 414 million plus cities will be in the 
LDC's (Rogers, 1982). Therefore the number of people in the world will 
continue to increase, as wili the number of people in urban areas. 
Population in the urban centers will continue to grow at an "alarming" 
rate, particularly in larger cities of the LDC 1 s. The problems that 
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are created by this urbanization involve large private and social costs. 
It is this cost that worries policy makers :in LDC's. 
According to the UN's survey of national population policies (1982), 
only six out of 116 LDC' s viewed the spatia·1 distribution of their 
population as acceptable, 68 declared it as highly unacceptable, and 
42 unacceptable to a certain extent. Most of them believed that rura1-
urban migration was the principal contributor to urban population growth, 
and about 90 out of 116 indicated that they had adopted policies to 
slow down or reverse this migration (Rogers, 1982). 
In light of the apparent widespread dissatisfaction with rapid 
urban population growth and urbanization in LDC's, an important issue 
is the degree to which internal migration contributes to such growth. 
From a demographic point of view, urbanization depends on the inter-
action of two factors, the rural-urban differential in natural increase 
and the migration exchange between the rural and urban sectors. In most 
situations, however, the impact of the first factor is much smaller 
than the second, so that a large part of the world's continued urbaniza-
tion is attributable to the continuation of rural-urban migration, 
which shows little sign of abating in the LDC's. 
The magnitude of the problem is underlined by the address of World 
Bank president McNamara (Terzo, 1972) to the Board of Governors on the 
critis of cities: 
The scale of the problem is immense. During the decade of the 
950's, the urban population of the Developing World expanded 
by about 50 percent. Today the major cities are doubling in 
size every decade. ( p. 2) 
The major problems of urbanization in LDC cities are traffic congestion, 
transportation inadequacies, growing unemployment and underemployment, 
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a severe and constantly widening gap between the need for housing and 
the effective demand of the urban poor; and the deterioration in urban 
water supplies, sewage and drainage systems. The inadequacies of social 
services despite the fact that the cities are absorbing more expendi-
tures than justified by equity grounds. The most variant of this con-
cern, according to Linn (1983, p. 644), is ''the view that rural house-
holds are made to bear a substantial share of the public costs of 
urbanization." 
The main concern is not only with equity but with the magnitude of 
the urban problem, which according to the UN Report (Terzo, 1972). 
have arisen through prolonged unplanned and uncontrolled growth 
which has resulted in increased overcrowding ... exaggerated 
metropolitan concentrations, industrial overconcentration, 
urban sprawl, administrative confusion, and various difficulties 
attendent upon the provision of ... facilities to keep pace 
with the rapid growth of the city and its periphery. (p. 3) 
The rapid growth of the cities is pdrtly a result of rural-urban 
migration resulting from rural poverty. To solve the urban problem, one 
has to reduce the rural poverty. So the focus of an urban solution 
radically changes from urban unemployment to rural development. This 
change of policy direction comes as a result of unsuccessful attempts to 
redress the urban unemployment by either government subsidization of the 
private companies or direct engagement in public undertakings. The root 
cause of the urban problem is not the lack of employment opportunities 
but rather the rural poverty, the symptoms of which are excessive rural-
urban migration. This indeed raises the question of what causes people 
to move from one place to another? This chapter will trace what is 
known about rural-urban migration through studies undertaken by econo-
mists in the field. 
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Migration 
The causes of migration could be conveniently divided into two 
parts, namely economic and non-economic. Economic factors include job 
opportunities, wage rates, cost of moving, etc., that induce individuals 
to improve their economic status. 
Non-economic factors are not as easily quantifiable into monetary 
terms, such as psychological and sociological considerations. However 
non-economic factors can also induce individuals to migrate in order to 
seek a better life. 
This study will investigate the economic factors that determine 
rural-urban migration. 
Individuals are rational and choose the location or region that 
gives them the highest benefits. The decision to migrate will depend on 
which of the locations has more benefits than the other plus the cost 
of moving. So the individual will be weighing the discounted present 
values of the expected alternative future income streams of the two 
locations i and j, as well as the costs of migration. Thus Yotopoulous 
(1976, p. 226) points out that 11 migration is determined by the capital-
ized value of the differential of the net urban-rural earnings stream. 11 
Implicit in the migration function is the fact that individuals seek 
to increase their well-being when- they move from one region to another. 
The basic hypothesis is that individuals move in response to 
economic and other incentives, and that the decision process concerning 
migration may be viewed as a comparison of the present value of the 
benefits and costs of transportation. In mathematical form, the basic 
migration theory looks like the following: 
M .. = f(B., B., T .. ) 
lJ 1 J lJ 
( 3. 1) 
Where: Mij = Number of people who migrate from .r.,egion i to region j. 
Bj = Total benefits in the jth region. 
Bi= Total benefits in the ith region. 
Tij = Transportation costs from regions i to j. 
This migration process will only occur if the condition that Bj > 
B. + T .. is fulfilled. The higher benefits of destination may include 
1 lJ 
30 
relatively higher income or more pleasant social or physical environment. 
Transportation costs is a composite variable including direct 
expenses involved in moving, plus-\h'e physical costs involved in break-
ing old ties. Thus the individual compares the alternative benefits 
between location i and j by discounting the present values of the ex-
pected alternative future benefits associated with each location, plus 
the costs of transportation. A number of studies on migration have 
provided considerable evidence that migration takes place as a response 
to regional differences in economic opportunities which are generated 
in the development process. Estimated migration functions based on 
data from countries as diverse as Brazil, Ghana, Egypt, Kenya, Tanzania, 
U.S. and India have indicated remarkable similarities of labor force 
response to many of the determinants of migration. 
The Exogenous Variables 
Income or Economic Variable 
By far the most important explanatory variable in the migration 
function is the income difference between the two regions. In all the 
studies made, whether the country is a developing or a developed country, 
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the income difference variable or the income variable at the destination 
was found positive and significant. That confirms the hypothesis that 
people move from low income to high income area. The economic variable 
of a region is the most crucial attraction to potential migrants. Also 
important is the probability of getting a job. According to O'Neil 
(Greenwood, 1975), the attraction of the destination is due to: 
recognition of the role that consumption plays in migration 
may help account for the tendency for destination income var-
iables to provide a better explanation of migration than 
origin variables. (p. 400) 
Thus if migration is considered to be a normal good, any increase 
in the destination income will increase investment in migration as well 
as consumption of migration. 
The income variable in the origin will not be affected as much 
since consumption and investment will have an opposing effect. Relative 
strength of investment and consumption will decide the direction of the 
effect. For that reason_! priori, it is hard to tell what sign the 
origin income will have. Traditionally the sign of the destination 
income was always hypothesized to be positive. However, the sign of 
the coefficient of origin income remains ambiguous. 
Many argue that the coefficient of the origin income to be positive 
and significant, while others argue otherwise. Some studies found the 
coefficient of origin income to be positive and significant and Fields 
(1983) argues that such a phenomena could be due to: 
Capital market imperfections may impede mobility. By this 
argument, superior economic conditions in the origin increases 
the ability of potential migrants to finance profitable moves. 
Another possible explanation for the sam~ move could be due to 
consumption being a normal good and therefore the high income 
origin consumes more of it. (p. 541) 
To come around the destination and origin incomes, many studies 
use the difference between the two as an explanatory variable. When 
that is done, the direction of migration is evident. 
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When wage or per capita income differentials are included explicit-
ly, the rate of migration increases with the size of the differential 
(Yale, 1977). When the wages of the origin and destination are used 
as separate explanatory variables, results confirm with little disagree-
ment that migration rate is positively related with destination wages 
and negatively related with the origin wages (Yab, 1977). 
Some of the few studies that came up with a positive sign for the 
origin wages include studies made by Knowles and Anker using Kenyan 
data. While Huntington and Rempel (1980) found out that destination 
income or wage to be a deterrant to migration,- House and Rempel (1980) 
attribute this to individuals overstating the alternative opportunity 
at home. But Greenwood (House and Rempel, 1980) explained it dif-
ferently. 
The positive sign to measure in some what a migrant per-
ceives to be his ability to obtain urban employment. The lower 
the rural income the less well suited the migrant is for 
urban employment. Hence the more likely he will perceive a 
negative expected urban income even if the actual rural urban 
income differential was positive. (p. 30) 
That implies that regions with above average income may engage in 
migration investment more than the below average income regions. Since 
migration is an investment, high income regions will make that invest-
ment more likely. That does not imply that potential migrants are 
oblivious to the prospects of getting an employment in the destination 
area. Todaro argues that in addition to the income difference between 
the two areas, the probability of employment must be taken into consid-
eration. The probability of employment is handled in two ways. An 
employment variable is explicitly added to the migration as a separate 
explanatory variable or the income of the two regions . .is adjusted for 
the probability of employment. 
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Studies conducted by Wadycki (1972) and Speare (1970) found the 
employment variable to be positive and significant. But other studies 
by Huntington and Rempel (1947, 1971) concluded that the rural-urban 
migrants are not attracted to the probability of employment. Later 
studies by Huntington and Rempel on the same country but different data 
came to the opposite conclusion. In spite of the arguments to the 
contrary, Greenwood (1975) believes that: "Low-income persons are 
likely to be more responsive to a given income differential than high 
income persons" (p. 403). This will imply that the more unemployed 
people in a region, the more out-migration. 
There is a wide disagreement between economists as to how unemploy-
ment affects migration. Unemployment is generally seen as a push 
variable. People out-migrate from areas of high unemployment to areas 
of less unemployment. But findings by Gallaway, Gilbert and Smith 
(1967) seem to contradict that with U.S. data, where the evidence shows 
that high unemployment areas have high in-migration too. 
Other studies by Lorry, Nelson, Rogers and Sjaastad came to the 
conclusion that the unemployment variable has the unexpected sign as 
well as not being significant (Greenwood, 1975). The unexpected sign 
on the unemployment variable could have either of the two meanings. 
First, either migration is not affected by unemployment rates or 
unemployment rates impede migration. There are two plausible explana-
tions for this. If an area has a high in-migration, it might have high 
out-migration too, or as Lansing and Mueller suggest, unemployment tends 
34 
to be highest among the least mobile group in the labor force (Greenwood, 
1975). Others attribute the failure of unemployment rate to affect 
migration to simultaneous equation bias. 
Due to those results, the unemployment variable as a separate 
explanatory variable in the migration equation is often left out. 
Distance 
The most important impediment to migration is the distance variable. 
Moves over longer distances will obviously cost more than relatively 
shorter distances. The more one moves away from familiar surroundings, 
the more one encounters changes in the environment, climate, language, 
custom, etc. Information declines perceptibly with distance and thus 
uncertainty increases with distance. Informal contact with the source 
of information diminishes with distance. Distance impedes the flow of 
both candidates for jobs and recruiters for firms, and as such acts as 
an impediment to the flows of people and information (Miller, 1972). So 
distance variable may entail more than economic costs. 
The fact that migration declines with increased distance is at-
tributed to the fact that distance may be a proper proxy for transporta-
tion costs, psychic costs and information costs. Lansing and Mueller 
calculated the direct costs of 495 moves made between 1962 and 1963 and 
found out that the actual direct cost per move turned out to be around 
$50.00 (Greenwood, 1975). Direct expenses of that magnitude do not 
seem to impede an otherwise profitable migration investment. Therefore 
it will not be unreasonable to argue that direct expenses are not a 
major obstacle to migration. However the distance variable is not only 
negative but significant too in all studies. That suggests that 
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possibly the distance variable is picking up other important effects 
which are not specified in the equation. Being far away from friends and 
relatives and familiar environment may lead to enormous psychic costs, 
create uncertainty and psychological trauma for new migrants. In that 
light, the effect of distance as a surrogate for all those unquantifiable 
variables could be enormous. Nobody has correctly quantified the various 
costs which are normally proxied by distance, but Schwartz (1973) pro-
poses a method of calculating the psychic costs. 
Psychic costs can be transformed into permanent transportation 
costs by figuring the needed frequency of visits to the place 
of origin so as to negate the agony of departure from friends 
and family. (p. 1161) 
Friends and families not only inform the prospective migrants the 
availability of opportunities in the urban centers, but they also pro-
vide them with food and shelter when searching for a job. This is par-
ticularly common for the African migrant. Studies on Kenya by Tempel 
and on Ghana by Caldwell found that 50 percent of the migrants were 
provided with food and shelter on arrival by friends and families (Yab, 
1977). 
Also potential migrants expect help from their friends and families 
in the event that their expectations are not realized. Therefore the 
mere existence of friends and families reduces both the effects of dis-
tance and psychic costs. Education also partially offsets the deter-
rant effects of distance. Despite the effects of friends and families, 
the education, the distance variable acts as the most formidable 
obstacle to migration as all studies conclude. In all studies distance 
is negative and significant. It is usual then to specify the distance 
variable to proxy omitted variables in the migration equation. 
Urbanization 
Urbanization variable is often used in the migration equation. 
Urbanization is expected to increase migration at the destination. 
Cities according to Sahota (1968) "are considered to be the dynamic 
centers that through history, have been the cradles of civilization, 
progress and revolution" (p. 225). It is known that urban centers 
offer superior educational opportunities and wider varieties of bene-
fits. It is also possible that over urbanization, which is often 
accompanied by unemployment, may lead to out-migration. That is why 
the net-migration is the more appropriate measure than out-migration. 
Various studies used different measures of urbanization. Sahota, 
who studied internal migration of Brazil, used two measures of urbani-
zation. One was the proportion of population living in cities of 
5,000 persons or more, and the second the proportion of state income 
originating from manufacturing as a proxy for industrial-urban centers 
(Sahota, 1968). 
Rempel (1971) who studied rural-urban migration in Kenya used 21 
types of urban facilities or social services available in the urban 
centers as an urbanization index. But he found they were not signifi-
cant for women. 
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The Brazilian study by Sahota found that the urbanization variable 
carried the unexpected sign and the study concluded that urbanization 
of the destination retards migration while that of the origin en-
courages it. This is contrary to expectations. The controversy sur-
rounding the use of urbanization variable in the migration equation, as 
well as the lack of agreement as what should be used as a surrogate 
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for urbanization continues. 
As far as the Kenyan studies are concerned, the results are mixed, 
and further work is needed in this regard. In response to Todaro 1 s con-
tribution that potential migrants are not indifferent to the probability 
of obtaining an urban job, the results are inconclusive. Rempel and 
Huntington studies using Kenyan data concluded that rural-urban migrants 
are not strongly attracted to the probability of obtaining a job in the 
modern sector (Yab, 1977). But later studies undertaken by House and 
Rempel with different data from the same country came to the opposite 
conclusion. They condluded that migrants are not attracted by income 
or wage differential alone, but also the probability of employment. 
Rempel also tried to test the 11 bright light 11 attraction theory as a 
proxy for urbanization by using 21 types of urban facilities or social 
services. Results of the test turned out to be positive and significant 
for women but not for men (Tempel, 1971). The bright light theory has 
not been conclusively proved. Other studies, using different variant 
of a proxy for urbanization, did not turn out to be significant. 
The fact that the bright light theory was confirmed for women in 
Kenya by the Tempel study should not be surprising; after all it is the 
men who migrate first in Kenya and Africa in general. Women usually 
follow their husbands at some later date. Secondly, in Kenya there are 
more men in schools than women, and for that reason, more men will be 
expected to migrate than women, because education increases migration. 
The most recent study of the determinants of rural-urban migration 
in Kenya was done by House and Rempel (1980). The results of the study 
were generally expected. However, a positive sign for the coefficient 
or origin wage was found. Although it was not expected, it was not 
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significantly different from zero. The urbanization coefficients were 
found to be positive and,significant. The employment coefficient at the 
destination turned out to have the unexpected sign. 
Age is a common explanatory variable in migration studies. Age 
was found to be negative and significant by all studies. Age impedes 
migration. It is economically reasonable not to migrate at an older 
age, because older people have a shorter life span than relatively 
younger people. Thus they have less time to earn the higher income. 
Second, older people have already committed themselves to heavy in-
vestments, which are very costly to liquidate. Due to those and other 
factors that will be discussed more in Section III, age retards migra-
tion. 
Education 
As people get more education they become more mobile and less at-
tached to their environment. ,l\s individuals get more education, the 
greater will be the perceived and actual opportunities else~here. 
Education also reduced psychic costs and hence uncertainty. Thus 
education increases migration. All studies show that education is. both 
positive and significant. Education will be further discussed in 
Section III under selectivity. 
Schools of Migration 
Theories of migration are basically three: 
1. The Neoclassical Theory of Investment (The Chicago School) 
2. The Selectivity Theory (The Harvard School) 
3. The Push and Pull Theory (The British School) 
The three different schools of thought will be discussed briefly in 
turn. 
The Neoclassical Theory of Investment 
The neoclassical theory of investment postulates that the poten-
tial migrant will select that locality in which the real value of the 
expected net benefits are the highest (Greenwood, 1975). Following 
Schultz (1961), Sjaastad and Becker (1962), Riew (1973) and others, 
migration is viewed as an investment decision, and has become known as 
the Chicago school. The theory gained prominence as it has been de-
rived from the postulates of microeconomic theory (Greenwood, 1975). 
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The proponents of the investment approach of migration consider 
migration as amounting to investment in humans and therefore should be 
analyzed like any other investment. Potential migrants who are contem-
plating migration investment consider the net returns of such an invest-
ment. The returns or expected returns consist of the income differen-
tial accruing to the migrant in time. Such returns would be discounted 
like any other investment. 
Neoclassical general equilibrium theory postulates that inter-
regional income differentials are the basic cause of migration and that 
movement of labor from low wage to high wage region will equalize 
wages. However Sjaastad and others a~e dissatisfied with the past 
migration performance in narrowing geographic income inequalities 
in spite of an enormous amount of internal migration in the U.S. 
(Sjaatad, 1962). 
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The human capital approach of migration conceptualizes migration 
in terms of individual behavior and assumes that individuals respond to 
wage differentials for the sole reason of maximizing their satisfaction. 
Todaro made significant theoretical contribution to migration theory 
by arguing that potential migrants will not only consider the income 
differences between the two regions, but will also consider the chances 
of employment. As such the mere existence of income differential 
between the rural and the urban areas may not induce an individual to 
migrate without concern for the probability of obtaining a job (Todaro, 
1969). That could mean, the net present value of future income from 
migration could be positive but migration does not occur. Th~ cost 
items of migration include money costs in the form of increased expendi-
ture on food, lodging searching, transportation, income foregone, 
psychic costs, homesickness and acclimatization strains (Schota, 1968). 
That is why, according to Sjaastad, substantial differences in 
current earnings may continue to remain without inducing migration. 
Income differentials per se do not end in migration (1962). 
Although it may look a little odd to treat psychic costs as a 
component of costs of migration, such variable is crucial to the migra-
tion theory. Sjaastad explained psychic costs as analogous to con-
sumer surplus (1962). 
The maximum amount that could be taken away without inducing 
migration represents the value of the surplus. By perfect 
discrimination, it would be possible to take away the full 
amount of the surplus, but in doing so leaves resource alloca-
tion unaffected. (p. 85) 
The Chicago school approach of migration will be biased if psychic costs 
are not appropriately taken into account. To utilize the investment 
migration theory, one needs to assume zero psychic costs. 
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In the discussion of the Chicago school, the assumption of perfect 
information and perfect foresi~ht were upheld. The potential migrant 
was assumed capable of making the correct-decision by weighing advan-
tages and disadvantages of alternative investment. If information is 
not correct, correct decision making would be hard to come by. Ill 
conceived perceptions will end up in the wrong investment. Friends and 
families who are the source of information may themselves not be aware 
of opportunities in areas other than the one they live. Imperfect infor-
mation may thus lead to a faulty investment. To make the correct in-
vestment decision, potential migrants must be prepared to incur informa-
tion gathering costs only if there is reason to believe that moving 
will be profitable. People invest in information gathering as long as 
the benefits of having more information are perceived to outweigh the 
costs of gathering it. 
The crucial role of uncertainty should not be overlooked. The sub-
jective evaluation of risks involved in a project could affect individ-
uals differently though they face the same prospect. Davanzo said 
(1976): 
Differences in attitudes toward risk and uncertainty, like 
other differences in subjective valuations of factors in 
alternative location, can impel two people to evaluate the 
same prospect differently. (p. 505) · 
The Selectivity Approach 
The selectivity approach in migration argues that migration is 
basically selective. The migrants are, according to Sahota (1968, 
p. 220), "the dynamic risk-taking beings who have high capacity to 
detach themselves from the traditional surroundings and adapt themselves 
to the unfamiliar environment. 11 Migrants from rural to urban areas 
are the more educated and in their most productive ages. Gunnar 
Myrdal (1968, p. 297) has argued that 11 the migrants tend to be the 
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most productive ages, and that therefore the regions receiving migrants 
benefit economically, while the originating regions are harmed. 11 Educa-
tion is an investment in humans and areas which receive this investment 
will gain at the expenses of the region which made the initial invest-
ment. 
More educational accomplishments of individuals encourage migration 
as more educated people are more mobile than the less educated. This 
is so because the more education an individual has, the greater will 
be the perceived and actual opportunities elsewhere. On the other 
hand, more education means better information and therefore less un-
certainty about the opportunities that lie further away. Education is 
found to reduce the psychological barriers to migration, by reducing 
the psychic cost education accordingly (Greenwood, 1975), 
may also reduce the importance of tradition and family ties 
and increase the individual awareness of other localities, 
with the consequence that the forces that hold him to his 
present 1 oca 1 ity a re 1.vea kened. ( p. 406) 
Reduction in psychic cost and the better information about the 
opportunities that lie far makes the job market of the more educated 
more national in scope than the less educated whose opportunities may 
lie within limited distance. 
The age of the potential migrant is also crucial to migration 
theory. As people progress in age, their inclination to migrate gets 
less. This is economically reasonable because older persons have a 
shorter life span to fully realize the advantages of migration 
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(Gallaway, 1967). The shorter life span of older people makes their ex-
pected income from migration less. Thus a rational prospective ~igrant 
will make the migration investment sooner than later. Works done by 
Schwartz (1973) strongly indicate that migration declines with age. 
Family ties, job security may mean more to an older person than to a 
younger person. There is a strong possibility that older workers may 
have already committed themselves in heavy physical investment in their 
present location. It will be difficult to liquidate as migration becomes 
feasible (Gallaway, 1967). This requires high costs and will discourage 
migration investment such as mortgage and seniority in service. 
The Push Pull Theory of Migration 
This approach is the oldest migration theory. It is based upon 
the push and pull theory of migration. Rural people are pushed from the 
rural areas to the urban centers by circumstances beyond their control. 
Such push factors include among others, inequitable land tenure, poverty, 
unemployment, drought, wars, flooding, crop failures and so on, in 
general, any of those natural and man made disasters that force people 
to leave their environment for another unfamiliar area in search of 
better life. On the other side, rural people are pulled to the urban 
centers by such factors as high income, better social service, bright 
lights, better housing, education, etc. Caldwell (1969), who examined 
African rural-urban migration in West Africa, has listed some of the 
responses of migrants in Kumasi, a town in Ghana. The question was why 
do people prefer to come to the cities, and the responses were: 
1. To find a job. 
2. To get consumer goods. 
3. To get better city life. 
4. To get better education. 
5. To join friends and immediate family. (p. 89) 
Many of those responses are not unique to the Kumasi migrants, but they 
correspond with the traditional pull theory. The responses could be 
reduced to three main pull factors: 
1. Entertainment facilities--such as cinemas, radio, bars, 
clubs, etc. 
2. Other urban facilities--such as better shopping facilities, 
better transport, water supply, electric supply, medical and 
education facilities. 
3. Economic opportunities--better chances of employment, higher 
wages, etc. (Caldwell, 1969). 
Many economicts lump together all urban facilities and call them the 
11 bright lights. 11 
Most of the above factors are called pull factors; the effect of 
push factors on migration may be even greater. For those who are 
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pushed by circumstances beyond their control and are already contemplat-
ing movement, it makes no difference whether the urban attraction is 
strong or weak. Push factors include, according to Kumasi miqrants 
(Caldwell, 1969), inequity in lang tenure, poor rural facilities, 
family or village difficulties, high unemployment, crop failure, and 
above all, natural disasters like famine, drought, earthquake, etc. 
All or some of the above factors aid rural-urban migration. 
The combined effects of push and pull factors may be a very power-
ful force which increases the rural-urban migration. Push factors are 
common in less developed countries, like Kenya. 
The three different migration approaches may superficially look 
different on their interpretation but the consequences are similar. 
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For example, the investment approach would not object to the selectivity 
theory of migration but explains it differently by arguing that the 
younger, the better educated or the more enterprising people may 
migrate because of the high income expectations and the longer payoff 
period of the stream of future income (Sahota, 1968). 
The Three Theories of Migration 
To see what is common to all three theories, consider an individual 
laborer who is contemplating a change of residence. If rationa, he will 
move to that region in which, as far as information indicates, he will 
be best off. The concept of improving one's life is the common rod 
passing through all three theories. As individuals compare benefits 
between locations, they make decisions in favor of the higher benefit 
location, adjusted for the costs of transportation, i.e., Bj >Bi+ Tij" 
All three theories obey this rule. Benefits could be economic or 
non-economic. As earlier stated, higher benefits may mean higher in-
come or more pleasant physical environment. Thus for migration to occur 
the condition that BJ.> B. + T .. must be met by all three theories. The 
1 1 J 
Neociassical theory of investment obeys this condition by postulating 
that individuals compare the net present value of the future income at 
the different locations. Thus benefits are proxied by income or wages. 
That is E~ > E1. + T1.J., where: E. is earninqs at the jth region, and E .. J J - 1 
The investment theory postulates th<lt migration will occur if the above 
condition is met, which is actually the basic migration theory. 
The selectivity theory of migration could also be expiained in a 
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similar fashion. According to the theory of selectivity, the younger, 
the better educated, and the more enterprising people engage in migra-
tion, because they are the ones who most gain by migration. They do 
so because they are better off by migrating. The same basic migration 
rule applies here. That is BJ.> B. + T .. is met. The benefits are 
l l J 
proxied by the variables such as age and education. To put it differ-
ently, wages or earnings are determined endogenously in a simultaneous 
system. 
The theory of push and pull also obeys the basic migration rule 
B.> B. + T ... The theory says that individuals are either pulled or 
J , l J 
attracted to one region versus the other or pushed away to one region 
due to the unfavorable conditions in the area. In this case individuals 
are attracted to region j and pushed away from region i. The conditions 
prevailing in region i are relatively bad compared to the favorable 
conditions in the region j. Benefits of jth region could be proxied by 
higher income, better educational facilities, bright lights, better 
entertainment facilities, etc. Those attractive forces in the jth 
region could be economic or non-economic, but they give higher benefits 
to the migrant than the benefits at the origin. Thus the rule of 
migration BJ. > B. + T .. is obeyed. 
l l J 
CHAPTER IV 
A MODEL OF LABOR MIGRATION AND INCOME INEQUALITY 
The models presented in this chapter give the theoretical explana-
tion of rural-urban migration. 
Most of the studies made in the U.S. as well as the third world 
countries identify econb,mic forces as the major determinant of the 
decision to move (Greenwood, 1975). Individuals seek to maximize eco-
nomic well-being when they decide to invest in migration. A common 
threat to many migration studies is the explicit or the implicit founda-
tion of utility maximization. Greenwood (1975), who wrote about the 
U.S. migration, said: 
~ f''\ t., •. "i 
{X<' 
The potential migrant will presumably select that local-
ity at which the real value of the expected net benefits that 
accrues to him from migration is the greatest. The relevant 
income measure for the individual to consider is the present 




Migration in general is found to be in response to economic in-
equality between areas, whether that is between regions or rural and 
urban areas. Generally, according to Schultz (1971), people migrate 
because they believe such a move will improve their eocnomic condition. 
The underlying economic rationale of internal migration or provincial 
migration, as in Kenya, is that migration is perceived to be a rational 
investment and the potential migrant evaluates alternative opportun-
ities available in different localities. The potential migrant then 
looks at costs of moving and finally chooses that locality or residence 
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that maximizes his utility. Then he moves to the best location where the 
rate of return on his migration investment exceeds the rate of return 
from alternative investments (Levy and Wadycki, 1972). Positive bene-
fits to migration include real increases in wages as well as nonwages 
and nonpecuniary returns such as higher welfare payments or even more 
pleasant climate. Negative benefits may include direct costs--actual 
outlays for transportation or out-of-pocket expenses, information costs, 
psychic costs, and above all the opportunity cost or earnings foregone 
while moving or looking for a job (Davanzo, 1976). There are other 
costs involved in moving such as forfeiting the share of one's land 
particularly when one migrates to an urban center. This is oarticularly 
important in Kenya where the land is communally owned. 
This study looks at migration as a human investment. It is based 
upon the familiar human capital approach. Migration is an investment 
in a human agent in terms of the capitalized lifetime earnings of an 
individual, net of costs. Thus according to Yotopoulos and Nugent (1976, 
p. 226): 
The decision rule for capital accumulation consists of com-
paring the capitalized alternative earnings streams of two 
activities, migration and nonmigration in the present case, 
given the parameter values for the rate of interest and for 
the duration of each activity. 
The human capital view of migration decision could be formally ex-
pressed as follows: 
m .. = f(Vt' C .. ) 
lJ lJ 
( 4. 1 ) 
Where: m .. = M .. /P., the number of people who move from rural to the 
l J l J l 
urban areas divided by the population of the origin. 
Vt= The present value of income differential during an 
average migrant's planning horizon. 
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Cij = The cost of moving from origin to destination. 
The cost of moving from i to j is composed of pecuniary and non-
pecuniary costs. Such costs include out-of-pocket costs, psychic 
costs, earnings forgone, cost of search and other costs of maintaining 
oneself before one finds a job. 
The present value of income differential could be calculated as 
follows (Riew, 1975): 
( ) -rt Vt= Ej - Ei t e dt (4.2) 
Where: ( E. 
J 
- Ei) = the income differential between regions i and j. 
r = the discount rate. 
-
t = the number of years the individual expects to work in the 
rural or urban sector. 
An individual residing in i would prefer to migrate to j if the 
net present value is positive. That is, (Ej - Ei) >0 or PVij >0 and 
moreover the migrant will choose that destination for which the net 
present earnings is the maximum. The net present value of the future 
earning streams is (Yotopolous and Nugent, 1976): 
Where: 
PV = ( E. - E.) /r. - C .. 
J 1 l lJ 
E. = income in region j (earnings). 
J 
E. = income in region i (earnings). 
1 
C .. = cost of moving from i to j. 
1J 
r. = discount rate of region i. 
l 
(4.3) 
The use of such aggregate earnings measures must be taken as being 
approximations at best since they are not present value measures. 
Regional per capita income is taken as approximating a reasonable 
measure or a proxy for present values (Gupta, 1981). 
Since C .. is composed of many economic and noneconomic variables, 
1J 
and since many of these variables cannot be measured, it is usually 
assumed that the cost of moving is directly reJated with the distance 
of the destination. As the distance increases, costs of moving in-
creases also. That is: 




As a result one could use distance as a surrogate or proxy for all the 
components of Cij measurable or unmeasurable. Migration decreases sub-
stantially with increased distance (Dij) due to the fact that distance 
serves as a proxy for the costs of transportation, psychic costs and 
availability of information (Greenwood, 1975). 
In short, distance is used to proxy for several missing variables 
in addition to transportation costs. Therefore migration is a function 
of both the income differential and distance. 
Hence: 
Where: 
M .. = f([E., E.]/r., o .. ) 
lJ J 1 1 .1J 
D .. = distance between i and j regions. 
1J 
(4.5) 
Todaro devised a model where he argued that the potential 
migrants behave as though they maximized their expected earnings. 
Todaro 1 s contribution takes into account the expected wage rate and 
the probability of getting urban employment. Although there may be a 
perceived wage differential between the urban modern sector and the 
rural or farm sector, the potential migrants should weigh the chances 
of getting an urban job. Whether a potential migrant decides to move 
to anotheT area, crucially depends upon the prospect of employment in 
the urban sector. Todaro 1 s model is basically applicable to third 
world countries where the chances of employment in the urban sector are 
very low. Thus Todaro argued the potential migrant must balance the 
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probabilities and risks of being unemployed or underemployed for a 
considerable period of time against the positive urban real income 
(Todaro, 1969). So the earning differentials of the rural and the 
urban areas must be adjusted for the probability of getting an urban 
job. 
Todaro defines the probability (Pt) of a migrant finding a modern 
sector employment in time period as (House and Rempel, 1980): 
(4.6) 
Where: g = the net growth of urban modern sector employment opportunity 
.'. / 
U = the urban unemployment rate. 
In order to adjust the income differential between the two 
regions, the probability of finding the urban job has to be considered. 
That is equation (-4.6) must be combined into equation (4.5). Therefore, 
to get the income differential adjusted to the probability of obtaining 
a job, the following adjustments are necessary. 
E. = E.•Pt, and E. = E:·Pt 
J J 1 1 
( 4. 7) 
Where: E., E. = the adjusted income of the urban and the rural sector. 
J 1 
The income gets smaller when the Todaro adjustment is taken into 
account, because the probability of getting a job is reduced from one 
to less than one. The net income differential between the urban and 
the rural sector after the adjustment is equal to: 
E. . = E. · Pt - E .. Pt 
1 J J 1 
Where: E .. = net income differential between i and j. 
lJ 
And equation(4.5) can be rewritten as: 
Where: 
M •• = f(E .. /r D .. ) 
lJ lJ ' lJ 




E .. = net income differential between the urban and the rural 
lJ 
area. 
D .. = distance between i and j. 
lJ 
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Equation (4.9) postulates that the rate of migration from the rural 
areas to the urban centers is a function of two variables, first is the 
net income differential and the distance between the two sectors, the 
receiving and sending regions. Distance is assumed here to be an 
impediment to migration whereas the net income differential acts as 
the major force of attraction. However, there are other important 
variables that also affect migration which must be embodied in the 
migration function. Some of those variables include education, age, 
population size, urbanization and friends and family. Friends and 
family act as the information link between those in origin and destina-
tion. The migration model as expressed in equation (4.9) assumes that 
the potential migrants stand equal chances of being selected should a 
vacancy avail, and that there is a reasonable flow of information of 
vacancies to both the rural people and the urban residents. Such an 
assumption may not hold entirely in Kenya. There may be discriminatory 
practices concerning clan or ethnic group loyalties and that could make 
the stock of unemployed heterogenous in nature. Particular age groups 
may be given special preference. As a result migration from a particu-
lar area will be affected by the discriminatory practices of the 
employers. 
Thus, for example (Rempel, 1971): 
If in rural areas there is little variation in expected 
income across all levels of education attainment, then the 
men with above average educational attainment may be 11 pulled" 
to j while the men with little or no education are not at-
tracted because they perceive a lower probability of being 




Education as one of the explanatory variables has been used fre-
quently and all micro studies found considerable evidence that migrants 
tend to come disproportionately from among those with more education 
(Banerjee and Kanbur, 1981). In Kenya and most other developing ,... 
t?. I,. ..,.j,.v-.,., 
-""••··-~•· • ··-••-s ~'' ---~,.,,_._,--.,..,,,,~,. JC.It ~ "1"' 
countries, education accounts for employment opportunities as well as 
.... ~ ..... ._ __ -_,. .... ,~·" _.._,,..,_,.... . . ..,,_. . "'"-·"···~·····---, ,, ~-····'-'""""''"'. """ -· '. ' ~ .---..-........ ~-.... 
reducing the income inequality between members of the society. Educa-
tion is also known to reduce traditional taboos of the rural communities 
that may otherwise inhibit geographic mobility. It is also a fact that 
higher income regions are the higher education regions (Sahota, 1968). 
Thus the education variable is expected to affect migration positively. 
Another important variable that affects migration in Kenya is 
previous migration. Since migration would be adversely affected by 
uncertainties due to lack of information from the urban areas, those 
past migrants who have friends and families in the destination could act 
as information agencies. They inform the friends and relatives of 
any possible vacancies in the destination area. In addition to inform-
ing them, they may pay for the transportation and give them support 
while they are searching for a job. Thus this variable affects the 
migration rate and must be included in the migration equation. Each 
migrant keeps ties with the origin, at least for some time. Such 
contacts in the destination reduces the risks involved in migration 
and eases migration decision (Herrick, 1975). 
Migration is selective and hence the young 1 s propensity to migrate 
is higher than that of the elderly. The young are more mobile, 
- ~ ""-"-""-~"- .... -~,~ ...... ,_,_.....,,,, ___ ,,._,_ • .._. ....... ~,..., ~~~-,, "~ ~ --'""'---~~~· ··- .~,·- ,~·- ,>~·•"'1-••"•"'"""""""'""' 
because tr'.~Y-.~~.~~ ..... t.~-- h'.1._~,~,,, few,er ti es t.o the._ pl~_<:,<:, ,~f __ o,rf~.~~. Their 
expected life time earnings are much higher than the earnings of the 
old. Age would affect the rate of migration negatively. An increase 
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in age will reduce the migration rate or the rate of net migration 
(Schartz, 1975). 
People move to areas with large populations because the chances 
of getting employment are higher. Cities are considered to be the cen-
ter of business activities, inovation, superior educational opportuni-
ties and wider contacts (Sahota, 1968). Thus urbanization variable in 
the destination aids migration and impedes migration in the origin. 
Since Kenya is essentially an agricultural land, the distribution 
of good fertile land (Li) in the origin area may affect migration pro-
pensity to Nairobi or to alternative destinations. The inclusion of 
such variable in the migration function could impede migration pro-
pensity. Kenya has five major tribes. Some districts or provinces may 
be predominantly inhabited by one of those major tribes if one of the 
0 
districts or provinces of the origin is predominantly inhabited by 
one of the major tribes. That could increase the migration propensity 
of that district or province of origin. The effect of such tribal 
contact could be captured by a dummy variable which increases the 
intercept. The rural wage (AW) is what is available for the potential 
migrant in origin. Prospective migrants compare the rural wage with 
the urban wage and other things being equal, increases in rural wage 
decrease the migration propensity. Thus the rural wage must be in-
corporated in the migration function. Growth of modern wage employment 
(GE) at the origin could be an important variable in decreasing the 
propensity to migrate. Increased modern wage employment at the origin 
will reduce the migration propensity as increased opportunities in the 
origin will have a decreasing effect on migration rate. The migration 
model must be adjusted for that. 
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The relationship between the dependent variable, the migration rate, 
and the set of independent variables could be expressed as follows: 
M . . = f ( E .. , D .. , PM .. , C 1., S . , S . , L . , DV , A~l , GE , A) lJ lJ lJ lJ J 1 1 
(4.10) 




= per capita income differential between locality j and i. 






distance between origin locality and destination locality. 
= Past migration from locality i to j. 
percent of population in destination locality in primary 
schools. 
/ s. = percent of population in the original locality in primary 
1 
schools. 
A = Age distribution of the migrant population. 
c. = Density of population (proxy for urbanization). 
1 
l; = per capita potential land. 
ov = dummy variable (proxy for tribal contact). 
AW = Rural wage (proxied by district wage). 
GE= Growth of modern wage employment rate. 
The above migration function states that the rate of migration is 
affected by the set of the explanatory variables in question and the 
function is expected to explain the direction and the rate of migration 
in Kenya. 
Summary 
The theoretical model developed in this chapter attempts to explain 
the interaction between migration and expected per capita income 
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differential. The dependent variable is the migration rate, and a set 
of independent variables which are postulated to affect the migration 
rate are specified in the model.· The set of explanatory variables which 
is expected to affect the rate of migration is per capita income dif-
ferential between the destination area (j) and the origin area (i), 
the distance variable between the origin and the destination which is 
a proxy for both transportation and psychic costs, past migration which 
is a proxy for friends and relatives, density of population variable 
which is a proxy for urbanization, per capita potential land, rural 
wage, growth of modern wage employment, and a measure of tribal contact. 
CHAPTER V 
THE RESULTS OF GROSS OUT-MIGRATION RATES 
The purpose of this chapter is to present the empirical analysis 
of the model in Chapter IV. The equations estimated and the hypotheses ~;t/J 
tested use the gross migration rates and are'estimated by ordinary 
least squares (OLS). 
In this chapter the data sources and definitions of variables used 
in the study will be explained. The model presented in Chapter IV gives 
the main factors that are expected to explain migration behavior. The 
postulated migration model assumes that the relationshi between the 
------- . '«"""··--·--· .. _,,._ ...... , ___ ",--,~·--·---·-"-· 
dependent variable and the set of explanatory variables specified is a 
·--··--··--···-·-··-~--~-·-""··----~,~·-----____,,..._...,,,,~ ·-· ·-·• ~···-.-.. ,-··-~ ·~-.- '"'"~~ ....... -~'"•""" .,, .... ,..~.. . .... ,.,,..,_,, ,v·~~··',...·' .,_,~.,,,, ._,,.,...~,.~.-- ...,. ·' .- .. "'-~~ ~-~...,_,,,,_,,.,,-. ...., - , - , .. -,,., .• ~· I 
linear relationship. Thus the relationship could be specified in log. \ 
. ······ ·-·····-· . .. . .. . .. ___ ., "'"'"'~-~ \ 
. \ 
linear form. Specification of the migration relationshle_Jn log. linear 1· 
fon:has t~ded advantage _that~~o;f~ts_are __ elas~~J 
The specification of the migration function typically includes a 
distance variable referring to the distance between the origin and the 
destination localities (in this case between the capitals of the 40 
districts or between the capitals of the eight provinces) and a set of 
socioeconomic characteristics peculiar to the areas of the origin and 
destination. A typical migration function has tile following format: 
M .. = f (D. ·~ X ) 
1 J 1 J n 
M .. = rate of migration from ith to jth localities. 
lJ 




Xn = a set of explanatory variables in origin and destination areas. 
This study will follow a similar format where the origin in (1) the 
25 most rural districts, (2) all the 40 districts, (3) the 15 most urban 
districts, all to the city of Nairobi. A fourth set of data will be 
used in this study which is data related to interprovincial migration. 
In this case, 56 origins and 56 destinations will be observed. The 
variable in the equation (Xn) will be specified proxing rural and urban 
socioeconomic characteristics. 
Empirical investigations of migration have the following problems 
(Yotopolous and Nugent, 1976): 
l. The economic and other characteristics used to explain migra-
tion are likely to be imperfectly measured (e.g., by one period wage 
differentials instead of by differences in present values of alternative 
income streams). 
2. Decisions to migrate are often made jointly with certain other 
decisions, such as to invest in health or education or to marry. If so, 
specification error and estimation biases will be introduced unless 
these other elements in the decision process are spelled out. The same 
is true if there are different steps in the migration path--first 
migration to towns, followed by migration to cities. 
3. There can be simultaneous equation biases of various sorts. 
Higher incomes, for example, stimulate migration, but migration, 
especially when the composition of the migrants is biased in favor of 
persons with higher skills and educational attainment, also increases 
income differential. 
4. There may be an aggregation problem in the sense that more 
meaningful results could be obtained if one were to distinguish between 
different types of mi gration--short run, 1 ong run, autonomous. ( forced) 
as opposed to induced (chosen)--all of which may have different 
determinants. 
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These problems are common to empirical investigations of both gross 
migration and net migration functions. Net migration functions have 
two more additional problems that make them less preferable to gross 
migration functions for empirical investigations. First, if reverse 
migration is affected by factors other than those which affect the 
dominant migration, it introduces specification error that is likely 
to exert an upward bias on estimates of the returns to migration 
(Vanderkamp, 1972, 1971). Secondly, net migration is a function of net 
propensities of persons to move between regions. NM = GM .. - GM ... 
1 J J 1 
Thus according to Greenwood (1975), 
Any variable expected to have the same sign in equations such 
as distance or population, would tend to 'wash out' of equa-
tion except to the extent that out and in migrants for region 
i were asymmetrical in their behavior. On the other hand, 
any variable expected to have different signs, such as in-
come or unemployment rate, would appear to have its effects 
amp 1 if i ed. ( p. 408) 
As a consequence of such considerations, net migration model will 
::h: :::r :e:~:.:::: ::::e g::::o:: g::.~o: t::;::~:."_.::: :;~;~; .. ~;;;.::on] '{ ~ 
migration as the appropriate dependent variable. The following model 
-----------·····-··-·--·-··"··---·····---··-
will be used to test the hypothesis specified in Chapter I. 
Mij =Ba+ B1Eij + B2S + s3ci + B4L1 + 85 Dij + s6s1 + B7Wij·+ 
B8ov + B9PMij + B10AW + B11 GE + Error 'f t-r 
Mij = Gross migration rate (Jij;P1J from district of oriqin to 
the district of destination. 
E .. = Per capita income difference between origin district and 
lJ 
destination district. 
S = Index of primary school population in destination to origin 
district. 
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Ci= Density of population in square miles at the origin district. 
L. = Per capita of potentia1'1and in the origin destrict. 
1 
o .. = Distance in miles between the capital of the origin and the 
lJ 
capital of the destination. 
s. = Percent of the population in the origin district who are in 
1 
primary school. 
w .. = Average wage differential between the districts of destina-
lJ 
tion and origin. 
DV = A dummy variable which is a proxy for the five major tribes 
in Kenya in the district of origin (DV - I If any of the 
districts is predominantly inhabited by any of the major 
five tribes). 
PM .. = Migrants who were born and have lived in the origin district 
1J 
a year ago and who were enumerated in the destination 
district in 1979. 
AW= Average district wage (rural wage). 
GE= Growth of modern sector employment in the origin. district. 
BO is a constant term (intercept) 
B1, B2, B3, B4, 85, 86, B7, 88 , 89, B10 , s11 , are all coefficients. 
The following are the expected signs of the coefficients. 
1. Per capita income differential is the major cause of rural 
urban migration. Thus (B1 > 0). 
2. Index of primary school population between the destination and 
origin is expected to reduce rural-urban migration (8 2 < O). 
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3. Density of population could affect the migration rate in both 
ways. It could have a positive effect as high density might mean popu-
lation pressure and a decreased employment opportunity. Or the effect 
could be negative as higher density in the origin means expanded 
opportunities. Thus (83 >< 0). 
4. The per capita potential land (good fertile land) in the 
origin district will be expected to decrease migration. Lack of 
fertile arable land may be a reason why people may be migrating from 
the land to the city of Nairobi. Therefore, less migration will be 
expected from districts with high per capita potential land. Thus 
(84 < O). 
5. Distance is an impediment to rural-urban migration rate 
( 85 < 0) . 
6. The percent of the population in the district of origin who 
attend primary schools .is expected to increase rural-urban migration 
(86>0). 
7. Rural-urban migration rate increases with wage differential 
between the urban and the rural areas (B7 > 0). 
8. Tribal contact may increase rural-urban migration rate 
( 88 > 0) . 
9. Past migration is a proxy for friends and relatives arid there-
fore is expected to aid rural-urban migration (89 > O). 
10. Average rural wage decreases rural-urban migration rate 
(8 10 < 0). 
11. Growth of modern wage employment in the district of origin is 
expected to decrease rural-urban migration rate (B 11 < O). 
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Data Source and Definition of Variables 
The data source for this study is the Central Bureau of Statistics 
(CBS) of the Kenyan government and is wholly based on the census data 
of 1979 which was compiled and published by the CBS in 1980. Most of 
the data related to the explanatory variables are available in the 
Edmond Library on Microfiche and the data related to the migration rate 
have been obtained through informal channels since the data concerning 
migration rates was just published this year. 
Kenya, according to the census of 1979, is divided into 8 provinces 
and 41 districts. Nairobi is the capital city of Kenya and it is a 
unitary district. 
The major focus of this study is the movement of people from the 
country to the city of Nairobi. This aspect of internal migration has 
been overlooked. However the study will also test the causes of 
internal migration in Kenya. For the latter part of the analysis, 
provincial data will be used. 
The main attention of this study is what are the determinants of 
migration to Nairobi. Other studies on Kenya concerning migration 
process include Rempel (1971), Huntington (1974), Sly (1977), Anker 
and Knowles (1977), Rempel and House (1980), and all of them attempted 
to explain causes of either provincial or district migration and most 
of them put too much emphasis on the pull variables or urban specific 
determinants of migration. Rempel 's (1971) work on rural-urban migra-
tion is a notable exception, however the determinants of his study are 
urban specific (pull variables). This study will use district level 
data to explain the causes of migration to Nairobi and a provincial 
data level to explain interprovincial migration. 
The following pages define and discuss the dependent variable and 
the set of explanatory variables. 
Migration Rate 
This study will use the census data of 1979 (CBS). Migration 
analysis at the macro level typically involves an attempt to relate 
the flow of migrants over a period of time to a set of explanatory 
variables which cover a much more limited period. This may lead to a 
specification problem (Greenwood, 1975). This study uses a shorter 
period of one year in order to avoid that problem. ~ince cros~ 
sectional data are used to test the model in this study, the rate of 
migration has been used as the dependent variable to avoid heterosced-
asticity (Yab, 1977). The data made available by the CBS concerning ~-----
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the migration flows are the gross migration flows between districts and 
between provinces in the year 1979. That is the number of people who 
lived in any of the 41 districts a year ago who were enumerated in any 
other district in 1979 census. Thus the gross migration flows are used ---·- -·------.___.__ 
gross migration is found by dividing the gross migration level by the 
------·-·---------.. - . , .. 
population of the origin. The migration rate variable is preferable 
to the gross migration flow because it could be interpreted as a 
migration probability and avoids heteroscedasticity (Yab, 1977). 
Past Migration 
The population census of 1979 classifies the population by place 
of birth and place of residence. The census of 1979 registered the 
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gross number of people who were born in one of the 41 districts of Kenya 
who were living in another district during the census year 1979. The 
Statistical Abstract Supplement published in 1984 gives the number of 
people living in Nairobi who were born in one of the districts. The 
same migration flows were used for this study. The only adjustment made 
is instead of the gross levels, the gross rate is used for this study. 
Expected Per Capita Income 
The per capita income figures are calculated on an annual basis by 
the StatistiC'al Abstract. The census data of 1979 gives the annual 
earnings of each district in the census year of 1979. Those yearly 
earnings given in Kenyan pounds were divided by the population of the 
respective district to arrive at the per capita income of the district 
or the province. To calculate the per capita income inequality, the 
per capita of the district or the province of origin is subtracted from 
the per capita income of the destination district or province (Ej/Pj -
Ei/Pi). As the model in chapter IV specifies, the probability of get-
ting a job could not be made as no data were available concerning un-
employment rates. Thus the adjustment factor (Todaro, 1969), the 
probability of getting an urban job could not be made as anticipated 
because the census data mentions no reference to unemployment rates and 
the unemployment rates could not be calculated from other sources. Thus 
the study will attempt to test the model without the adjustment factor. 
Education 
The study uses two types of measures of education variable. The 
first measure is an index measuring the ratio of people in Nairobi who 
65 
are attending primary schools over the ratio of people in the respective 
district who are attending primary school. The primary school popula-
tion in all the districts including Nairobi are given by the Statisti-
cai Abstract of the Central Bureau of Statistics of the government of 
Kenya. 
The second measure of the education variable is much simpler, and 
it is the percent of population of the respective district of origin 
in primary schools. The figures are given no further adjustments. 
Distance 
The measure of the distance variable is the distance in miles be-
tween the capital of the district of origin and the district or province 
of destination. The distance is not given by the Statistical Abstract, 
but the distance variable has been calculated from maps for this study. 
Density of Population 
The population census of 1979 gives the density of population of 
each district and province. That is the number of people living in one 
square mile (CBS, 1980). 
Rural Wage 
The measure of rural wage has been estimated by using census data 
of 1979. The census data gives the total number of wage employment in 
each district as well as minimum wage rates in each district. An 
average wage which is a proxy for the rural-wage has been calculated. 
Both the minimum wage level and the wage employment level are given by 
the Statistical Abstract of the CBS of the government of Kenya 
Potential Land 
The variable (Li)' per capita potential land, is calculated from 
the figures given by the Statistical Abstract of the CBS. The total 
land area of potential or high grade land is divided by the total 
population in the district or the province. That is how many square 
miles of high grade land (potential) that could be obtained by each 
person in the district of origin. 
Tribal Contact 
66 
The tribal contact variable is measured by a dummy variable. Kenya 
is dominated by give major tribes and some of the districts are pre-
dominantly inhabited by one or more of the five major tribes. Since 
the major five tribes are also predominantly in Nairobi, their presence 
in Hairobi may give preferential employment in Nairobi to the five 
major tribes' potential migrants. Thus districts that are predominantly 
inhabited by one or more of the major tribes may migrate more. The 
district of origin will be given a weight of one if the district is 
predominately inhabited by one of the major five trives, otherwise 
zero. Such variable is developed with the help of various maps and 
different readings. 
Wage Differential 
The statistical Abstract of the Central Bureau of Statistics (CBS) 
of the government of Kenya gives details of earnings of the various 
districts of Kenya and minimum wage laws in force in those districts 
as well as the number of modern wage employment. The minimum wage for 
the capital city of Nairobi is given and a rural wage is calculated 
from minimum wage rates of other districts and the modern wage employ-
ment rate. The difference between the minimum wage of Nairobi and the 
average rural wage is the wage differential variable {Wij) between 
Nairobi and the respective district. 
Growth of Modern Sector Employment (GE) 
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The Statistical Abstract of the Central Bureau of Statistics gives 
the number of people who are employed in the modern sector in all 
districts. This is called wage employment. The variable (GE) is 
calculated from the figures given for 1978 and 1979. The growth rate 
of modern sector wage employment for 1979 for the respective district 
is calculated and this is a proxy for the rural wage. 
Results of the Regression 
Equations of Gross Migration 
The results of the ordinary least squares (OLS) of the relation-
ship between the gross migration rates (M .. ) and the set of the 
lJ 
explanatory variables are reported in Tables XI, XII, XIII and XIV. 
The study involves four different E:._§timatj..Qll_.jJ.r-"""""'~.t.J.....Se~s~o~f~g~r~o~s~s-m~ig~r..!!a-
tion rates. The first estimation procedure involves regressing gross 
~----
migration rates from the 25 most rural districts to the city of 
Nairobi on a set of specified explanatory variables. The second 
procedure uses gross migration rates from all 40 districts to Nairobi. 
The third selects the gross migration rates from the 15 most urban 
districts to the city of Nairobi. The fourth procedure uses inter-
provincial gross migration data. The four different procedures test 
the determinants of human migration. However, the first three pro-
cedures in particular test the determinants of rural-urban migration 
whereas the fourth procedure tests the determinants of interprovincial 
migration. The emphasis of this study concerns the determinants of 
rural-urban migration. The fourth procedure will also be tested vigor-
ously to see the difference between rural-urban migration and inter-
provincial migration. Rural-urban migration in this study is much 
narrower than normally used. In this particular study, rural-urban 
migration means migration to the capital city of Nairobi (urban here 
means Nairobi). 
Per Capita Income Differential tEij) 
The results of the various procedures concerning the gross migra-
tion rates and the per capita income are reported in Tables XI, XII, 
XIII and XIV. The results of the gross migration propensity from the 
25 most urban districts to the district of Nairobi concerning the per 
capita income is reported in Table XI. Five equations and eleven 
explanatory variables have been set to test the effect of per capita 
income differential on gross migration rates. The first equation uses 
ten explanatory variables (See Table XI). For each equation the regres-
sion coefficients are presented along with the t-statistics whose value 
determines whether the coefficient is significantly different from 
zero or not. The coefficient of correlation (R2) is also presented for 
each equation to test the goodness of fit. Such procedure will be 
repeated for all equations and all procedures. 
The per capita income differential which was hypothesized as the 












ORDINARY LEAST SQUARE (OLS) ESTIMATE OF THE RELATIONSHIP 
BETWEEN GROSS MIGRATION RATES FROM THE MORE RURAL 
DISTRICTS TO NAIROBI AND THE SET OF 
EXPLANATORY VARIABLES 
Equation l Equation 2 Equation 3 Equation 4 
Coeffi- T Coeffi.;. T Coeffi- T Coeffi- T 
cient Values cient Values cient Values cient Values 
16.7254 0.98 14.245 1.01 19.5000 1.53 25.9493 1.24 
-6.9812 -2.29 -5.3665 -1. 79 -6.9387 -2.08 -6 .8627 -1 .83 
0.8475 10. 74 0.8718 10.39 0. 7102 4.82 0.9327 8.64 
-0.0639 -0.54 0.0530 0.51 -0.3969 -2.73 -0. 7766 -4.31 
0.9545 6.39 1. 0287 6.54 -- -- -- --
0.1852 2.41 0 .1081 I. 58 0.1219 1.00 0.2345 3.15 
-0.0007 -1.07 -0.0010 -1. 59 -0.0005 -0.55 -0.0015 -1.81 
1.9486 1.19 0.2236 0.22 -- -- -- --
0.3681 1.89 -- -- -- -- -- --
0.4254 1.87 0. 7139 3.57 0.879 0.25 -- --
0.2262 0.92 -- -- -- -- 0 .1053 0.52 
-- -- -- -- -- -- -- --
0.95 0.94 o. 77 .89 
14 16 18 17 







0.8524 10. 19 
-0.0723 -0.57 
-0.9573 6.18 













so in the first equation of this procedure. Its coefficient is nega-
tive which is unexpected and significant~~ In the second equation, the 
tribal contact variable (DV) and the rural wage have been dropped from 
the equation, and the result does not show a marked difference. The 
sign of the per capita income differential is still negative unexpected, 
but its significance decreased. Now it is only significant at 0.1 
level of significance. When the level of education at the destination 
(LS) is also dropped in the third equation, the significance of the 
per capita income increases. In all five equations, the sign of the 
coefficient of per capita income differential is negative which is not 
expected and is significant. 
In the second procedure where the gross migration rates of all 40 
districts are regressed on the same explanatory variables (see Table 
XII), the results of per capita income differential show a marked dif-
ference. The sign of the coefficient remains negative, unexpected, but 
the level of significance decreases. It is statistically insignificant. 
The results as indicated in Table XII are not sensitive to what explana-
tory variable is dropped out. 
In the third procedure, less explanatory variables are used to 
test the determinants of gross migration rates. The results are 
reported in Table XIII. The results of the regression equations show 
that the sign of the coefficient of the per capita income differential 
becomes positive as predicted, but not statistically significant in 
all equations. The sign of the coefficient becomes negative in equa-
tion twEr, however, it is not statistically significant. When inter-
provincial data (fourth procedure) are used, the per capita income 


















OKDINARY LEAST SQUARES (OLS) ESTIMATES OF THE RELATIONSHIP 
BETWEEN GROSS MIGRATION RATES FROM THE FORTY 
DISTRICTS TO NAIROBI AND THE SET OF 
EXPLANATORY VARIABLES 
Equation 1 Equation 2 Equation 3 
Coeffi- T Coeffi- T Coeffi- T 
cient Values cient Values cient Values 
-6.2298 -1.47 -7.7436 -2.11 -8.3942 -2.39 
-1.0425 -1.67 -0.8310 -1.51 -0.7572 -1.41 
0.7049 9.18 0.7086 10.15 0.5883 11.93 
-0.2970 -2.52 -0.2663 -2.58 -0.2194 -2.94 
0.3342 2.84 0.3446 3.01 0.3398 3.00 
0.0780 0.85 0.0510 0.67 -- --
0.0006 0.59 0.0004 0.49 0.0003 0.34 
0.1600 0.75 -- -- -- --
-0. 0010 -0.10 -- -- -- --
0.5606 2.02 0.6506 2.65 0.7357 3.58 
0.0904 0.71 0.0840 0. 71 0.0694 0.60 
0.88 0.88 0.88 







0. 5518 10. 79 
-0.1847 -2.22 











ORDINARY LEAST SQUARE (OLS) ESTIMATE OF THE RELATIONSHIP 
BETWEEN GROSS MIGRATION RATES FROM MORE URBANIZED 
DISTRICTS TO NAIROBI AND THE SET OF 
EXPLANATORY VARIABLES 
Dependent 
Variable Equation 1 Equation 2 Equation 3 
(M .. ) 
1J 
Coeffi- t- Coeffi- t- Coeffi- t-
cient Value cient Value cient Value 
Constant -23.2304 -1.64 -7.5031 -1.01 -25.947 -2.18 
LPM;j 0.7546 4.75 0.8182 5.19 0.8634 5.90 
cs 0.3112 1.90 0.3441 2.09 0.469 2.86 
LC; -0.4779 -1.89 -0.2630 -1.78 -0.4173 -2.39 
LE;j 0.8107 0.58 -0.9991 -1. 52 0.769 0.69 
LO·· 0.0052 1.65 0.3187 1. 99 0.5311 2.48 
Ls? 2.4483 1.08 0 .1775 0.11 2.385 1.28 
LE· 0.3669 0.97 -- -- 0.3700 1.33 
R21 0.83 0.80 0.87 
OF 6 8 6 




the sign of the destination income is positive and highly significant. 
Origin income also has a positive sign, but it is highly not significant. 
Friends and Relatives 
The friends and relatives coefficient reported in Tables XI, XII, 
XIII and XIV) show consistancy throughout equations and procedures. The 
hypothesized sign of the friends and relatives coefficient was positive. 
The results show that the coefficient is positive as predicted and very 
significant too. Dropping or adding more explanatory variables does 
~ ~. . ,, 
not affect the sign of the coefficient nor its significance. The ef-
feet of the variable on the gross migration propensity may increase 
or decrease a little by dropping or adding certain explanatory vari-
ables, but in all cases the sign of the coefficient is predictable, and 
highly consistent. The results of the various equations describing 
the cross migration rates show that the t-values of the friends and 
relatives variable ranged from 4.75, the lowest, to 11.95, the highest. 
This indicates the consistency of the explanatory power of the friends 
and relatives variable in all equations and procedures. 
Urbanization Variable 
The urbanization variable is proxied by the density of population. 
The results of the effects of urbanization variable is reported in 
Tables XI, XII, XIII, and XIV. The coefficients of the urbanization 
variable range from 0.0064 to -0.78 in Table XI. The sign of the 
coefficient is negative except for Equation 2 (see Table XI). However, 
the coefficient of the urbanization variable is significant in 

















RESULTS OF THE REGRESSION EQUATIONS OF GROSS 
MIGRATION RATES USING ORDINARY LEAST SOUARES 
OF INTERPROVINCIAL MIGRATION (Mij) 
l Equation 1 Equation 2 
Coefficient t-ratios Coefficient t-ratios 
0.4816 4.95 -- --
0.0250 0.31 -- --
0.6613 8.75 0.6911 8.95 
-0.0090 -0.13 0 .2011 2.72 
-0.8120 -5.74 0.2424 2.00 
0 .2513 2.57 -0.1177 -0.95 
-0.2369 -2 .15 -0.1177 -0.95 
0.0691 1.55 0 .0511 0.93 
-0.1519 -1.53 -0.0125 -0.10 
-- -- 0.0008 0.90 






The results reported in Table XII show a high consistency of the 
explanatory ,power of the urbanization variable. The sign of the co-
efficient is negative as expected and significant. The results reported 
in Table XIII concerning gross migration rates from the more urban 
districts show that the sign of the coefficient is negative as expected 
and significant at 0.05 in Equation 3. The urbanization variable just 
fails the test in both Equations l and 2. 
The results of interprovincial migration rates reported in Table 
XIV show different results for the urbanization variable. In the 
first equation, the sign of the coefficient is negative as predicted 
but highly not significant while the coefficient is positive and 
significant in Equation 2 when per capita income differential is used 
as an explanatory variable. 
Education Level at Destination 
The education attainment at the destination (LS) was hypothesized 
to have a negative effect on gross migration rates; however, as shown 
in Table XI, the coefficient of the variable is positive and signifi-
cant. The t-values of the variable ranqe between 6.18 and 7.54 (see 
Table XI). 
In Table XII, the explanatory power of the variable is reduced but 
still the coefficient is positive, unexpected and statistically signifi-
cant. The t-values range from 2.84 to 3.04 (see Table XII). 
The results of the gross migration propensity from the 15 most 
urbanized districts is reported in Table XIII. The results indicate 
that the coefficient of the educational attainment is positive. not 
expected and significant at 0.5 and 0.1 level of significance 
respectively in Equations 3 and 2. In Equation 1 the coefficient just 
fa i 1 s the test. The t-va 1 ues fa 11 between 1 . 90 and 2. 86 ( see Tab 1 e 
XIII). 
The results of the interprovincial imigration is reported in 
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Table XIV. The coefficient of the educational level at the destination 
is negative as expected and significant. The values of the t-ration 
range from 2.00 to 2.57 (see Table XIV). 
The educational level at the origin was hypothesized to have a 
positive coefficient. The results reported in Table XI show that the 
coefficient of the educational level is positive as expected and signifi-
cant in Equations 1 and 5 at 0.1 level of significance while significant 
at 0.05 level in Equation 2 and not significant in Equation 3. The 
t-values range from 0.28 to 3.57 (see Table XI). 
The results of the variable are more consistent in equations 
describing gross migration from all districts as shown in Table XII. 
The coefficient is positive as predicted and significant in all four 
equations. The t-values range from 2.02 to 3.58 (see Table XII). 
The results of gross migration rates from the urban districts indi-
cate that the coefficient of the educational level at origin is 
positive but not significant. The t-values range from 0.11 to 1.28 
(see Table XIII). Coefficients of the educational level at origin 
relating to interprovincial migration are consistently positive as 
predicted and significant. 
Distance 
The results reported in Table XI concerning gross migration rates 
from the most rural districts indicate a negative coefficient for the 
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distance variable as predicted but only significant at the conventional 
level in Equation 4. The other four equations fail the test. The 
t-values range from -0.55 to -1.81 (see Table XI). 
Gross migration rates from all districts as shown in Table XII 
indicate that the coefficient of the distance variable is positive 
which is unexpected but statistically not different from zero. The 
t-values range from 0.34 to 0.59 (see Table XII). 
Gross migration rates from the most urban districts as reported 
in Table XIII indicate a positive coefficient for the distance 
.. 
variable which is unexpected and it is significant at convention~ 1 
level in both Equations 2 and 3. Equation l just fails the test. The 
t-values range from 1.65 to 2.48 (see Table XIII). 
In interprovincial migration rates reported in Table XIV, the 
coefficient of the distance variable indicates a negative sign as 
hypothesized and significant when the per capita income differential 
at destination and origin are used as a separate explanatory variable. 
When the per capita differential is used as the explanatory variable 
but coefficient of the distance variable is negative as hypothesized 
but is statistically not significant. The t-values range from -0.35 
to -2.15 (see TAble XIV). 
Per Capita Potential Land 
The results reported in Table XI concerning gross migration rates 
from the most rural districts indicate that the coefficient of the per 
capita potential land carries a positive sign which is not predicted 
and which is significant in three equations out of the five equations. 
In Equations 2 and 3, the coefficients fail the test. The t-values 
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range from 1.00 to 3.15 (see Table XI). 
The result~ reported in Table XII relating to gross migration 
rates from all districts indicate that the coefficient of the per capita 
potential land is positive but statistically not different from zero. 
Results reported in Table XIV pertaining to interprovincial 
migration rate show a positive sign which is not predicted, but it is 
not statistically significant. 
Wage Differential 
The results reported in Table XI relating to gross migration 
rates from the most rural districts indicate that the coefficient of 
the wage differential carries a positive sign which is expected but not 
significant in all equations. The t-values range from 0.22 to 1.19 
(see Table XI). 
Tribal Contact 
Results reported in Table XI indicate that the coefficient of 
the tribal contact proxied by a dummy variable is positive as pre-
dicted and is significant at 0.1 level. The variable was also tried 
again in explaining gross migration rates from all 40 districts and 
the sign of its coefficient is positive as predicted but not statis-
tically significant. 
Growth of Modern Wage Employment 
As Table XI indicates, the coefficient of the growth of modern 
wage employment indicates a negative sign which is expected but is not 
significant. While in Table XII the coefficient carries both a 
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negative sign which is expected and a positive coefficient which is not 
expected. However, both coefficients are highly not significant. 
Results of interprovincial migration show that the coefficient 
of the growth of modern wage employment is negative as expected but 
not significant (see Table XIV). 
Rural Wage 
The results in Tables XI and XII indicate that the coefficient 
of the rural wage is positive which is not expected but it is not 
statistically significant in both types of data, namely gross migration 
rates from the most rural districts and all 40 districts. 
Summary 
The results of the several equations pertaining to the relation-
ship between the gross migration rates from the districts to the 
capital city of Nairobi and the gross migration rates of interprovin-
cial migration are reported in Tables XI, XII, XIII, and XIV. The 
relevant R2 squares, the degrees of freedom (DF) are also reported 
in the same tables. The relevant t-statistics and the coefficients 
are also reported. 
The results of the various equations were sensitive to the vari-
ables included in the equation as explanatory variables. Some varia-
bles were dropped from the various equations to see if the explanatory 
power of the equations change. The reported results (Tables XI, XII, 
XIII, and XIV) give a clear picture of \vhat happened to the explanatory 
power of the equations as some variables were dropped from the equation. 
In general most of the variables retain their respective signs as 
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variables were dropped. 
The friends and relatives variable has the mo5t persistent explana-
tory power. Its coefficient is always positive as hypothesized and is 
highly significant. The friends and relatives in the destinatio 
migration as the past migrants help the eotenti~l-~igran~. The urbani-
zation variable has also shown a persistent explanatory power. Its 
coefficient is negative as expected and is significant. Highly dense 
areas have expanded employment opportunities and that reduces rural-
urban migration. The education variable at the destination and the 
origin have also showed a high explanatory power although the sign of 
the coefficient of the origin is expected. Both variables are 
significant. Education variable at the destination and origin increases 
rural-urban migration (see Tables XI, XII, XIII, and XIV). However, 
the signs of the coefficients of education at the origin and the 
destination in the interprovincial migration rates have the hypothe-
sized sign and are significant. Education at the destination retards 
migration rate as job competition is very keen. Education at the 
origin increases migration rate as more educated people seek oppor-
tunities that lie far away. The coefficient of the distance variable 
is not significant for rural-urban migration while it is expected 
and significant for interprovincial migration. Per capita income 
differential is not significant for all the equations. It is not 
significantly different from zero. Coefficient of the destination 
income is expected and is significant while that of the origin is 
unexpected but not significant in the interprovincia~ migration rate 
equation. 
CHAPTER VI 
INTERPRETING THE RESULTS 
The regression results set forth in the last chapter will be dis-
cussed and explained in this chapter. Analysis of this chapter will 
focus on the results reported in the four tables (XI, XII, XIII, XIV) 
of the previous chapter. 
Gross Outmigration from the 
Districts to Nairobi 
Gross migration rates from the rural to the urban city of Nairobi 
was hypothesized to depend upon the size of income differential between 
the capital city of Nairobi and the rest of the districts. This hypoth-
esis is in conformity with the investment approach to migration rates 
which according to Yotopolous and Nugent (1976) is determined by the 
capitalized value of differential earning streams between the urban and 
the rural areas. Other explanatory variables based on the two other 
approaches viz selectivity and pull-push approaches has also been in-
corporated in the various equations tested on this study. 
Interpretation of the Results of Gross 
Migration Rates from the More Rural 
Districts of Kenya to Nairobi 
The findings of the gross migration rates from the 25 more rural 
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districts are reported in Table XI. 
The results of the findings of this study concerning the .. major 
determinant of rural-urban migration is most disappointing. The results 
of the first equation show that per capita income differential (E .. ) not 
lJ 
only has a negative unexpected coefficient but it is also significant. 
The result indicates that per capita income differential and the gross 
migration rate are negatively correlated contrary to the hypothesis of 
this study. This finding indicates that per capita income differential 
may in face be a deterrant to migration rather than a cause of migration 
as hypothesized. In the second equation where the tribal contact vari-
able and the rural wage are dropped, the coefficient's significance has 
reduced although still significant at 0.1 level of significance. The 
results of the third, fourth and fifth equations show that the per 
capita income differential's coefficient is still negative and still 
significant at 0.1 level of significance. The findings of this study 
got support from similar findings of Rempel (1971, 1978) and Huntington 
(1974), who used Kenyan data to determine causes of rural-urban 
migration. They found out that the coefficients of the per capita 
income differential were negative and not significant. In most of 
the study concerning rural-urban migration using Kenyan data, the sign 
of the coefficient of the per capita income differential was found to 
have the unexpected sign. The findings of this could be explained in 
reference to similar findings by Greenwood using Indian data (House and 
Rempel, 1980) 
The lower the rural income the less well-suited the migrant 
is for urban employment. Hence, the more likely he will 
perceive a negative expected urban income even if the actual 
rural-urban income differential was positive. (p, 30) 
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The findings of this study may also imply that above average income 
areas may be more willing to invest in migration compared to the below 
average income areas. The implications of these findings may be con-
strued to mean that potential migrants see the high urban income as 
unattainable or out of their reach, hence the higher the per capita 
income differential the less they are inclined to migrate to the urban 
areas. Glatz gives a different interpretation of the negative coef-
ficient of the per capita income differential (Greenwood, 1975) by 
arguing that it is not the per capita differential that matters to the 
poor in the rural areas but the welfare benefits available at the urban 
centers. In the case of Kenya, those welfare benefits abound in the 
capital city of Nairobi. The results of these findings could also be 
explained along that line. It is also argued that migrants are utility 
miximizers rather than income maximizers. There are other things 
important to the migrants. Studies done by Caldwell (1969) on Nigerian 
rural-urban migrants indicate that the reason why migrants left the 
rural areas was to make use of the urban facilities. Thus according 
to Greenwood (1975, p. 411), "the Hick's contention that wage differ-
ences are the chief determinants of migration has not been confirmed." 
This study could not confirm that income difference is a determinant of 
rural-urban migration rate. 
The friends and relatives variable was expected to increase rural-
urban migration rate, and as shown in Table XI, the results of all the 
five equations confirm the hypothesis of the study. The coefficient 
of the friends and relatives variable is positive as expected and is 
highly significant. In addition to the findings of this study, all 
studies conducted using Kenyan data also found out that the coefficient 
of the friends and relatives variable was positive as expected and 
highly significant. In Africa, friends and relatives who have already 
migrated may help others migrate too by providing them essential ser-
vices that might make migration less painful. Potential migrants are 
provided with the essential information about the availability of jobs 
and so on. Sometimes the jobs have already been secured for them. In 
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other cases potential migrants are provided with food and shelter while j 
they search 
The friends 
for a job (Caldwell, 1969), (Herrick, 1969), (Barnum, 1979) .(" ~ 
and relatives variable as shown in Table XI has the highest ) 
and most consistent explanatory power of gross rural-urban migration 
from the more rural districts. Similar work done by Tobolli (1976) 
with Libyan data show also that the friends and relatives variable is 
a determinant of rural-urban migration. Thus the presence of friends 
and relatives in the destination areas plays an important role in the 
decision-making process of rural-urban migration in Kenya. In fact, 
according to Co 11 i er and Rempe 1, ( 197 5) , 11 when the mi grants were asked 
why they chose to come to Nairobi, some did indicate they had come be-
cause of the presence of friends'and.relatives 11 (p. 207). The results 
of this study are consistent with other studies using Kenyan data who 
specified this variable in the same way . 
. The urbanization variable proxied by the density of population 
in the rural districts has a consistent explanatory power; however, 
it is not significant in all five equations. The coefficients of 
Equations 1, 2, and 5 of the urbanization variable have the right sign 
(except Equation 2) but not significantly different from zero. Thus 
the coefficient of the urbanization variable is fluctuating around 







variables of education at the destination and origin, as well as other 
variables such as tribal contact, rural wage, growth of modern sector 
employment were dropped from the equation, the coefficient becomes 
highly significant indicating that urbanization is a serious deterrent 
to migration. Highly dense areas accord the residents expanded op-
portunities of employment. Thus the more urban an area is the more 
opportunities may be there. 
The sign of the coefficient of the distance variable is negative 
as expected but not very significant in some of the equations. How-
ever the coefficient meets the conventional level of significance (0.1) 
• 
in Equation 4 and just fails in Equations l, 2, and 5. The coefficient 
of the distance variable on Equation 3 is not significantly different 
from zero. Since the distance variable is a proxy for both monetary and 
nonmonetary costs of migration, the negative sign is expected proving 
that distance is an impediment to migration as hypothesized. 
The result of the education variable at the destination was not 
expected. The coefficient 1 s sign of the destination variable is 
positive which is unexpected and is highly significant. This implies 
that increase in education at the destination attracts migration. This 
study hypothesized that increased education in the destination will 
retard rural-urban migration because the educated individuals at the 
origin have to compete with the educated individuals at the destination. 
Ho~1ever, the results indicate otherwise (see Table XI). The resolts 
of this study are consistent with the findings of Greenwood (1969) for 
Egypt, Sahota (1968) for Brazil, House and Rempel (1980) for Kenya. All 
of these studies came up with a positive sign of the coefficient which 
is also significant. The positive sign of the coefficient indicates 
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that by and large education level in the destination is an attraction 
to migrants. More educated communities attract more migrants because 
more educated communities provide more public services or non-wage 
benefits to its citizens. That attracts more potential migrants. In 
Kenya the results of the study make sense since most institutions of 
higher learning are located in Nairobi. The availability of public 
services in Nairobi is much higher than the rest of the country. High 
income areas are also high education areas (Sahota, 1968). Nairobi is 
by far the highest income district in Kenya. The coefficient of the 
education variable in the origin has the expected sign although not as 
significant as the education level in the destination. However, the 
coefficient of the education variable at the origin is significant at 
the 0.1 level of significance. More education in the origin district 
increases migration as hypothesized. Educated youth are more likely to 
respond to migration opportunities. Education increases the earning of 
its recipient and reduces information costs, thus aiding migration. 
This study is consistent with the findings of Greenwood (1976) on 
India, House and Rempel (1980) on Kenya. Both studies indicate that 
the migration rate increases with higher levels of educational attain-
ment both at the origin and destination. Anker and Knowles (House and 
Rempel, 1980) obtained a positive coefficient for education in the 
origin district, but their coefficients were not statistically signifi-
cant. This study supports the Myrdal hypothesis that migration is 
selective and that the more educated a person is the more he may be 
prone to migration. 
The coefficient of the dummy variable has the expected sign and 
is significant at the 0.1 level of significance. The variable is 
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included in the equations to capture the effect of the preferential 
hiring practices. The propensity for the five major tribes to get hired 
is much higher than the rest of the tribes. The predominance of such 
tribes in Nairobi would give an added advantage for the members of their 
clan to get hired than the other less predominant tribes. The predomi-
nance of one particular tribe of the five major ones, in one district of 
origin may increase their propensity to migrate to Nairobi. Both 
Rempel (1971) and Huntington (1974), who used a different measure of 
tribal contact, found its coefficient positive and significant. 
Per capita potential land (fertile arable land) coefficient is 
highly significant but has the unexpected sign. Results indicate that 
the more fertile a land there is available to the people at the district 
of origin, the more they migrate. It was hypothesized that the more 
of fertile land in the origin the less people will be inclined to mi-
grate. The variable is used in this study for the first time. The 
,,,-,---- --·------------
rationale for using the variable as an explanatory variable was to see 
if the availability of potential land could be a deterrant to rural-
urban migration. The results indicate that the availability of poten-
tial land is a cause of rural-urban migration. Perhaps people with high 
per capita potential land have the potential to finance profitable in-
vestment. 
The coefficient of the wage differential between the urban and the 
rural areas has the expected sign but does not meet the conventional 
level of significance. The study, however, shows that there is a 
positive correlation between the gross migration rate and the wage 
differential between the destination and the origin. Increased wage 
differential slightly increases the propensity to migrate. 
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The rural wage which is proxied by the average district wage has 
no effect on rural-urban migration. Its coefficient has the wrong sign 
and it is highly insignificant in all equations. 
The growth of modern wage employment in the origin district has no 
effect on rural-urban migration; however, the coefficient of the vari-
able has the right sign. The size of its coefficient is so small that 
the variable has no effect on gross rural-urban miaration rate. The 
hypothesis of the study was that growth of modern wage employment 
might decrease the propensity to migrate. Expanded opportunities would 
impede migration. 
Interpretation of the Results of Gross 
Migration Rates from the 40 Districts 
to the City of Nairobi 
The findings of the gross migration rates from all districts to 
Nairobi are reported in Table XII. 
The coefficient of the per capita differential has the unexpected 
sign. The coefficient, although not significant at the conventional 
levels, shows a persistent negative relationship with the gross migra-
tion rate. The hypothesis of this study as already stated_ was that the 
major determinant of migration to Nairobi is per capita income dif-
ferential. The results of this test are not significantly different 
from that of the previous sets of data where the data of 25 more rural 
districts were used for the analysis. The only difference here is that 
the significance level of the coefficients of the per capita income 
differentials has gone down a little bit. In this set of equations 
none of the coefficients pass the significance level test, however, 
they a11 just fail to pass the conventional level. A11 signs, as 
in the previous case, are negative and unexpected (see Table XII). 
The possible failure of the hypothesis has been explained earlier in 
this chapter. 
The friends and relatives variable continues to show the same 
consistent positive and significant coefficient as expected. The 
difference between this resu1t and the previous result is that using 
all districts migration rates to Nairobi have slightly increased the 
significance level of the friends and relatives variable. Otherwise, 
the results of the two different sets of data are the same. 
The results of the urbanization variable proxied by the density 
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of population indicate that the urbanization variable is a strong 
deterrent to rural-urban migration. The sign of the coefficient of the 
variable is as expected and is highly significant. The explanatory 
power of the variable has dramatically improved. In the case of 25 
more rural districts, the coefficient, a1though sometimes significant, 
was not always significant at the conventional level. In this case 
the sign of the coefficient is not only as expected but it is also 
highly significant in four equations (see Table XII). This is a 
further indication that urbanization variable at the destination retards 
rural-urban migration because increased urbanization increases employ-
ment opportunities and that decreases the flow of gross migration rate 
from the districts. 
The per capita potential land variable has no effect on rural-
urban migration rate. Its coefficient's sign is unexpected though. 
But it is highly insignificant. In the 25 district data, the variable 
showed a much higher effect on rural-urban migration rates, sometimes 
insignificant at the conventional levels. 
The coefficient of the distance .~ariable in this data set shows 
the wrong sign, although not significant. The effect of the distance 
variable has markedly changed. In the previous case, the coefficient 
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was either barely significant or just failed the usual test. Now the 
coefficient is so insignificant.that it does not matter whether it has 
the wrong sign or not. The distance variable was hypothesized to proxy 
both costs of transportation and psychic. The reason why its coeffi-
cient may be so insignificant could be explained by sighting three main 
'. ;, 
reasons given by Greenwood (1975) why such insignificant coefficients 
for the distance variable may be possible. 
1. More information may flow from previous migrants to the 
potential migrants. 
2. Jobs may already be secured for potential migrants by friends 
and relatives in the destination area. 
3. Job search period will be reduced if no support is available. 
As already discussed, the friends and relatives may be playing an 
exceedingly high role in reducing the deterrent effect of the distance 
variable. Friends and relatives in the destination reduce uncertainty 
pertaining to the psychological anxieties of leaving home and the 
familiar environment. 'The presence of friends and relatives in the 
destination reduces psychic costs and may also reduce transportation 
costs as friends and relatives may contribute financially to the cost 
of migration by providing food and shelter while the migrants search 
for a job. Greenwood (1975) using American data, said: 
In testing his model both for the economics and for the in-
dividual states, Gteenwood finds that indeed the past migration 
of relatives and friends is an important deterrent of the 
distribution of present migrants, and that when account 
is taken of past migration, the true (current) direct ef-
fects of distance are not nearly so great as they other-
wise seem. (p. 406) 
Greenwood findings are supported by the survey conducted by 
Collier and Rempel (1976/1977) of the Nairobi residents where 75 
percent of the unemployed migrants in Nairobi said they had obtained 
their information about Nairobi from relatives and friends who were 
living in Nairobi. Thus the surveyors (Collier and Rempel, 1976/ 
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1977) state that "from this evidence we might conclude that the psycho-
logical costs of the move are not as great as one might anticipate" 
(p. 207). 
This reduction of psychological costs means reduced effect of 
the distance variable which is a surrogate for both psychological 
and monetary costs. The monetary costs may also be reduced due to 
better transportation facilities such as roads, trains, airfields, 
etc. In Kenya transportation facilities have been increased and this 
may have a bearing on the reduced effect of the distance variable. 
Greenwood has another possible explanation for the reduced effect of 
distance. When people move, they move again. This migration pro-
pensity may be increased by moving once. Thus Miller (Greenwood, 
1975) and others suggest that migration is selective of the most 
movi,le segments of the society, and localities that experien.ce much 
immigration possess relatively large numbers of persons who are migra-
tion 11 prone11 and who are thus likely to move again. Studies on 
Venezuela (Levy and Wadycki, 1974a), Sierra Leone (Byerlee, Tommy and 
Fatoo (1976), came up with results similar to this study. The impli-
cation of their study is that distance is less of a deterrent to migra-
tion for the educated than for the uneducated migrants. 
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The education variable both at the destination and the origin con-
ttnues to have a high explanatory power. The coefficients are highly 
significant although the sign of the destination variable has the un-
expected sign. The results of these regression equations and that of 
the previous equations show a close similarity. They are the same in 
every respect except the coefficient of the origin education shows a 
greater explanatory power. Education, whether in destination or origin, 
increases the propensity to migrate {see Table XII). The tribal contact 
variable's explanatory power in these equations is insignificant al-
though the coefficient of its sign has the right sign. Tribal contact 
variable measures preferential hiring practices, but these results show 
that their effect is extremely small. The result of this equation is 
markedly different from that of the previous equations (see Table XI). 
The explanatory power of the variable has gone down. 
Growth of modern sector wage has the same result as that of the 
previous equations. In all cases the coefficient of the variable has 
the expected sign but has no effect on gross migration rates as its 
coefficient is highly insignificant. This is true for all equations 
and for all types of data set. 
The rural wage's coefficient has the unexpected sign but is highly 
insignificant. The variable has no effect on the propnesity to migrate. 
The same result was found in the previous equations (see Table XI). 
Ordinary Least Square (OLS) Estimate of Relation-
ship Between Gross Migration Rates from 15 
More Urbanized Districts to Nairobi 
The results of three equations concerning relationship between 
gross migration rates and seven explanatory variables are reported in 
Table XIII. These results will be co_mpared to the previous results 
using the different data sets. 
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Friends and relatives variables as usual exhibit high explanatory 
power. In all the equations using the different data sets, the results 
of the friends and relatives variable had shown consistently to have 
the highest explanatory power of all the explanatory variables. Its 
coefficient is positive as expected and is extremely significant in 
a 11 equati ans. 
The results of the education variables are similar to the previous 
equations, except that the explanatory power of the origin variable has 
gone down to an extent that it fails to pass the significance test. 
The education variable at the destination consistently explains migra-
tion rate although it carries the unexpected sign. In all three sets 
of data, the coefficient of the variable showed the unexpected sign \ 
and a high level of significance. The per capita income differential 
in these equations does not explain the rural-urban migration, although 
in some equations the sign of the coefficient changes from negative to 
positive, the·hypothesized sign, its significance level is so low that 
it does not affect rural-urban migration. 
The coefficient of the distance variable is oositive and either 
passes or just fails the test of the level of significance. The results 
indicate that distance might be a determinant of rural-urban migration 
since information declines with distance, information coming from a 
longer distance may be inaccurate but still there may be a higher 
degree of information flow between urban centers and the capital city 
of Nairobi. Thus people who may have already migrated from the rural 
areas might migrate again to Nairobi under a false information. The 
reliability of the information coming from Nairobi may depend upon the 
distance between Nairobi and the respective district. The prospective 
migrant from the 15 more urban districts might be able to get the 
correct information of possible opportunities in the not far distant 
areas and hence may not engage in a wasteful investment in migration 
but might invest in a far away investment migration based on a false 
information which may be hard to disprove. 
Interpreting the Results of Interprovincjal 
.• /' 
Migration Rate 
The regression results of interprovincial migration rate are 
reported in Table XIV. The dependent variable is the gross migration 
rates, and the set of explanatory cariables are per capita income at 
the destination (LEj)' at the origin (LE;), past migration as a proxy 
for friends and relatives, the population density (LC1) a proxy for 
level of urbanization; educational level at destination (LSj) and at 
origin (LS1), distance between the origin and destination (Dij)' per 
capita potential land (Li)' growth of modern wage employment at 
origin (GE) and the per capita income differential (Eij). 
The results of the two equations used in testing the gross inter-
provincial migration show a high explanatory power particularly when 
the per capita income variables at the destination and the origin are 
used as a separate explanatory variable. The coefficient of the per 
capita income at the destination province·has the expected sign and 
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is highly significant. That implies that the income of the destination 
is a very important determinant of interprovincial migration. These 
findings support the hypothesis that people migrate from one area to 
another~n order to earn more. The growth of the destination income 
is an attraction force to prospective migrants. The siqn of the 
coefficient of the per capita income at the origin is unexpected but 
it is highly insignificant. It does not explain migration. In 
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similar studies using Kenyan data, similar results were found. House 
and Rempel (1980) used destination and origin wages as explanatory 
variables in their migration study using Kenyan data. They found that 
the destination variable coefficient carried out the correct sign and 
was highly significant where the coefficient of the origin variable 
carried the unexpected sign, but was highly insignificant. Anker and 
Knowles t1977),who used inter-district migration rates, also found the 
coefficient of the origin income to be positive, unexpected, and highly 
insignificant. House and Rempel (1980, p. 30) explained the positive 
sign of origin income "to indicate our measure of income overstated the 
migrant's actual alternative in his home area." However the signifi-
cance of the coefficient of the origin income is extremely low. The 
coefficient of the friends and relative variable consistently shows 
the expected sign and the high level of significance. The firm con-
clusion from this and in all equations tested earlier is that friends 
and relatives at the destination determine both rural-urban migration 
and interprovincial migration. Past migrants help potential migrants. 
The coefficient of urbanization variable was negative and signifi-
cant in all rural-urban migration equations, however, in the inter-
provincial case there seems to be a big difference. In the first 
equation where the per capita income variables are used as separate 
explanatory variables it retains its usual negative sign; however, it 
is not significant. But in the second equation where the per capita 
income differential is used its coefficient's siqn chanqes to positive 
and significant. The negative sign of the urbanization variable which 
is proxied by density of population was interpreted as more dense 
areas having expanded opportunities of employment. The positive could 
be interpreted as being a push variable. According to Sahotta (1968), 
The push factor may be due to the pressure of population. 
On the other side, initial density might have partly re-
sulted from earlier immigration. If so, old migrants may 
attract new migrants simply because the latter are more 
aware of the advantages of migrating and may be assured of 
aid and information about jobs. Density may serve as a 
proxy for this snowball effect. (p. 226) 
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Thus the urbanization variable could act as the determinant or a deter-
rent to migration when proxied by the population density. In the rural-
urban migration, the urbanization variable is a deterrent force inhabit-
ing rural-urban migration while in the interprovincial equations 
urbanization is a determinant of migration rate. 
The education variable at the destination carried the correct sign 
and is significant. It was hypothesized that education at the destina-
tion would inhibit migration from the origin because increased educa-
tional level at the destination would discourage potential migrants 
due to the expected fierce competition at the destination. This seems 
to be true in interprovincial migration but not in rural-urban migra-
tion. The attractive nature of Nairobi may be the difference. 
Education at the origin shows consistency throughout the various 
equations using the various data sets. Its coefficient's sign is 
expected and is significant. More educated people have a high propen-
sity to migrate. 
The coefficient of the distance variable is sensitive to whether 
the per capita income differential as an explanatory variable is used 
or whether the per capita income of the destination and origin is used 
as a separate explanatory variable when the per capita income of the 
destination and the origin are used the distance coefficient is as 
expected, negative and significant. Thus distance as hypothesized is 
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a deterrent to interprovincial migration. The cost of transportation 
between provinces could be much higher than cost of transoortation 
between districts and Nairobi. Psychic costs may be higher in inter-
provincial migration. Distance variable which proxies both transporta-
tion and psychic costs thus could be a deterrent to interprovincial 
migration. When the per capita income differential is used as the 
explanatory variable, the sign of the coefficient does not change but 
its significance drops to zero, once again supporting the previous 
findings that distance does not affect the propensity to migrate. 
The coefficient of the per capita potential land shows consistent-
ly a very weak relationship with the dependent variable and with the 
wrong sign. This result is not different from the previous results; 
however, its explanatory power improved somewhat when the per capita 
incomes at the destination and the origin are used as explanatory 
variables. But, it still remains insignificant. 
The results concerning the growth of modern wage employment has 
as before the expected signs but as before it could not pass the 
significance test. However, its explanatory power has improved some-
what by using the per capita income at the destination and the origin 
as separate explanatory variables. However, its effect seems to be 
very weak. 
CHAPTEK VI! 
CONCLUSIONS AND POLICY IMPLICATIONS 
Urbanization in Kenya is growing at a fast pace particularly the 
capital city of Nairobi. The government cannot adequately meet the 
ever increasing population of Nairobi. Required social services in-
clude housing facilities, water systems, schools, hospitals, parks, 
electricity, sewage systems, protection against crime, etc. The in-
crease in social services is due to increasing population in Nairobi 
because of rapid increases in natural population growth and a high 
rural-urban migration. The primary task of this study was to deter-
mine what causes people to migrate from the rural areas to the urban 
cities. The study hypothesizes that people migrate from low-paying 
areas to high-paying areas. Nairobi is a typical high-paying area 
while the rural areas are typical low-paying areas. Thus the study 
hypothesizes that migration is a result of income inequality. In 
broader terms, the individual weighs alternative benefits between 
staying in the rural area or migrating to the urban area. Thus the 
decision making process depends on whether benefits at the destina-
tion outweigh benefits at the rural area (Bj >Bi+ Tij). The cost of 
transportation tTij) between the two localities must also be taken into 
consideration. 
The main hypothesis of the study was tested on Kenyan data compiled 
by the Central Bureau of Statistics (CBS) published in the Statistical 
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Abstract of Kenya in 1980. 
Four different sets of data were used: (1) The gross migration rate 
of the 25 more rural districts to the capital city of Nairobi. (2) The 
gross migration rate of all of 40 districts to the capital city of 
Nairobi. (3) The gross migration rate of 15 more urban districts to 
the capital city of Nairobi. (4) The gross interprovincial migration 
rate of the 8 provinces in Kenya. 
The summary of the results of the various equations using the four 
different data sets are reported in Tables XI, XII, XIII, and XIV. 
The tests of the various equations using different data sets reveal the 
following. 
The results of the per capita income differential di9..~~-96 t_expl~i!!......_~ 
the migration decision process. The coefficients of the variable were ------,1!,ffl~-------~ 
negative but sometimes positiv,e but in many cases not significant. 
The hypothesis that rural-urban migration or internal migration has 
been rejected by the results of the study. The results of the test 
may indicate that the propensity to migrate from the rural areas may 
be a decreasing function of per capita income differential. The deter-
rent effect of the per capita income differential is particrularly 
obvious when the 25 more rural districts data set is used. The deter-
rent effect of the per capita income differential was less obvious 
when data set relating to the 15 more urban districts and the inter-
provincial were used. The study concludes that per capita income 
differential does not determine rural-urban migration nor inter-
provincial migration, but could be a possible deterrent to rural-urban 
migration. 
The results relating to the distance variable is discouraging, 
too, in the case of rural-urban migration. The hypothesis that 
distance is a deterrent to rural-urban migration has not been sub-
stantiated by the regression results. However in the case of inter-
provincial migration there is reason to say that distance is an 
impediment to interprovincial migration when the per capita income of 
the destination and the origin are used as separate explanatory 
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variables. There is no conclusive evidence that distance is an impedi-
ment to migration. 
The explanatory power of the friends and relatives has been proved 
beyond doubt. The results indicate that there is a conclusive evidence 
that the propensity to migrate is an increasing function of friends and 
relatives. The hypothesis of the study has been accepted. 
The results of the rural-urban migration equations show a con-
elusive evidence that rural-urban migration is an increasing function 
of education both at the destination and origin. However, in the 
interprovincial case the propensity to migrate is a decreasing function 
of education level at the destination. 
There is also conclusive evidence that urbanization in the 
destination is a deterrent to rural-urban migration. However there is 
some evidence that it may be a determinant of interprovincial migration 
(its coefficient is positive). 
Results show that the per capita potential land did not explain 
rural-urban migration nor interprovincial miqration. Thus there is a 
conclusive evidence that the per capita potential land does not affect 
migration. The hypothesis of the study that per capita potential may 
retard the propensity to gross migrate has been totally rejected by 
the results. 
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The other variables--rural wage, growth of modern wage employment 
and wage differenti.nl--that have been tested in the study seem to have 
a weak effect on migration. 
Policy Implications 
From the results of the study reported in Tables XI, XII, XIII, 
and XIV, rural-urban migration may continue unabated not because the 
per capita income differential is positive but, in general, the benefits 
available at Nairobi may far exceed the benefits available at the rural 
areas. Since individuals are assumed to be rational, the trend may 
continue. The findings of the study suggest that since per capita 
income differential fails to explain the propensity to gross migrate 
in spite of the heavy rural-urban migration may imply that consumers 
are utility maximers and not income maximers. Availability of welfare 
benefits may explain rural-urban migration better if it could be 
quantified. 
1. Thus policy implications to narrow urban-rural incomes may 
only increase migration to Nairobi. Thus efforts attempting to close 
the urban-rural gap in order to reduce rural-urban migration may be 
ill advised. 
2. The policy implication relating to the distance variable is 
not clear in this study. According to the results in Table XI, i.e., 
migration from more rural areas, distance is somewhat a deterrent 
while results in Table XIII show that distance may be a determinant 
of rural-urban migration. In Table XIV, distance is a clear deterrent 
and in other cases it may not matter. A clear policy implication may 
be lacking. However, a policy of decentralizing the industrial base 
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of the country may reduce the deterrent effect of distance and facili-
tate mobility of labor. 
3. Since the coefficient of the density (urbanization variable) 
is negative in most equations, this implies that a policy of decentral-
ization would create alternative opportunities by spreading economic 
activities throughout the country. This may be crucial to rural-urban 
reversal. 
4. Growth of modern wage employment may also have some policy 
implication, although it may be weak. Increase of wage employment in 
the rural areas may retard rural-urban migration. However, increasing 
the rural wage would have the undesirable effect of increasing rural-
urban migration. 
5. Since migration is selective in nature, more educated people 
migrate from the rural areas to the urban areas in search of either high 
pay or higher education. In either case, the policy implication re-
quires that the educational system be decentralized. Decentralization 
of economic activities may also imply that educated individuals may be 
accommodated outside Nairobi. 
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